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INTRODUCTION 


This work aims at providing a description of the Indo-European lexical stock of 
Armenian, with systematic inclusion of new data. 

As an Indo-European language, Armenian has been the subject of etymological 
research for over a hundred years. There are many valuable systematic handbooks, 
studies and surveys on comparative Armenian linguistics: Hübschmann 1897; 
Meillet 1936; AcarHLPatm 1-2, 1940-51; Solta 1960; Godel 1975; Schmitt 1972-74; 
1981; Jahukyan 1972; 1982; 1987; de Lamberterie 1992; 1997; Clackson 1994; 
Olsen 1999; Kortlandt 2003; Beekes 2003. 

All of these works, with the exception of Aécaryan's fundamental studies (see 
below, and 1.1) and Jahukyan 1972 and 1987, mostly concentrate on Classical 
Armenian, touching only sporadically upon the dialects. With respect to the 
comparative historical evaluation of several dialectal features, the series of papers by 
Kortlandt and Weitenberg is particularly important. Middle Armenian is extensively 
studied in Karst 1901 (ModArm. transl.: 2002) and "Aknarkner mijin grakan 
hayereni patmut‘yan", vols. 1 and 2, Yerevan: University Press, 1972-1975 (see in 
particular H. Muradyan 1972 and M. Muradyan 1982). 

The present study intends to incorporate the lexical, phonological and 
morphological material of the Armenian dialects into the etymological treatment of 
the Indo-European lexicon. In this respect it is completely new. 

The lexical stock relies heavily upon Aécaryan's etymological dictionary (HAB). 
No serious etymological or dialectological investigation can be undertaken without 
recurring to HAB. Unfortunately, the latter work was written in Armenian and is 
therefore inaccessible for many students of Indo-European linguistics. 

It should be borne in mind that, in the new publication of HAB (vols. 1-4, 
1971-1979), numerous misprints and omissions are present, many of which were 
corrected in HAB-Add 1982. Nevertheless, these corrections sometimes escape the 
attention of scholars. For an example, see s.v. garsapar ‘heel’. 

Non-literary data taken from Armenian dialects have largely remained outside the 
scope of Indo-European etymological studies. First of all, this concerns data 
scattered in Armenian dialectological literature, particularly in Acaryan's HAB, as 
well as in numerous descriptions of individual dialects by various authors. 
Furthermore, there is a considerable number of dialectal words in folklore texts and 
anthropological descriptions, which are almost never provided with indices. That 
literature, written mostly in Armenian, remains largely unavailable or inaccessible to 
scholars outside Armenia. 

Apart from (potentially old) dialectal words, which are not attested in Classical or 
Middle Armenian sources, there are many ClArm. words considered to be absent in 
dialects. In such cases, the newly found dialectal data frequently provide us with 
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invaluable clues for establishing the semantics, the phonological shape, the 
morphological features and the geographical distribution of the words. 

The present study comprises two basic parts. The first part represents the 
(alphabetically ordered) lexical corpus with philological and etymological 
discussion. The second one lists phonological, morphological and lexico-semantic 
features resulting from the first part and outlines new prospects. Whenever the 
philological data taken from literature are insufficient (for instance, when dealing 
with words with uncertain status and/or unspecified semantics), I consult the 
material obtained during my field work (August and September 2003) with 
indispensable systematic assistance of my wife, Satenik Gharagyozyan, in areas 
where some of the important Armenian dialects, such as Larabal, Goris, Ararat/ 
Lori, Van/Diadin, Sasun, etc., are still spoken properly. 

Another essential bearing of my research into the field of Armenian etymology is 
the systematic inclusion of cultural data. See Chapter C. 


SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS 


consonant 
laryngeal 
resonant 

nasal 

vowel 
developed from 


Abbreviations of languages 


Aeol. 
Afgh. 
Akkad. 
Alb. 
Arab. 
Aram. 
Arm. 
Assyr. 
Att. 
Av. 
Balt. 
Bashk. 
Boeot. 
Bret. 
BSI. 
Buddh. 
Bulg. 
Byel. 
Celt. 
Chin. 
ClArm. 
CLuw. 
Cret. 
Dan. 
Dor. 
ECauc. 
Egypt. 
Engl. 
EpArm 


Aeolic Greek 
Afghan 
Akkadian 
Albanian 
Arabic 
Aramaic 
Armenian 
Assyrian 
Attic Greek 
Avestan 
Baltic 
Bashkir 
Boeotian Greek 
Breton 
Balto-Slavic 
Buddhist 
Bulgarian 
Byelorussian 
Celtic 
Chinese 
Classical Armenian 
Cuneiform Luwian 
Cretan Greek 
Danish 
Doric Greek 
East Caucasian 
Egyptian 
English 

. Epic Armenian 


developed into 

replaced analogically by 
analogically replacing 
omitted part of text 
reconstructed form 

and later 


Etruscan 
Finnish 
French 

Frisian 
Finno-Ugric 
Gaulish 
German 
Gothic 

Greek 
Georgian-Zan 
Hattic 

Hebrew 

Hittite 
Hieroglyphic Luwian 
Homeric Greek 
Hungarian 
Hurrian 
Icelandic 
Indo-European 
Indo-Iranian 
Illyrian 

Ionian Greek 
Khotanese 


. Khwarezmian 


Kurdish 
Latin 
Latvian 
Lezgian 
Lithuanian 
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Luw.  Luwian 

Lyc. Lycian 

Maced. Macedonian 

Mir. Middle Irish 
ManMPers. Manichaean Middle 
Persian 

ManParth. Manichaean Parthian 
Megr. Megrelian 

MHG Middle High German 
MidArm. Middle Armenian 
Mind. Middle Indic 
ModArm. Modern Armenian 
MPers. Middle Persian 

Myc. Mycenaean Greek 
Norw. Norwegian 

NPers. New Persian 

O- Old <...> 

OCS Old Church Slavonic 
OHG Old High German 

OPr. Old Prussian 


Osc. Oscan 
Oss. Ossetic 
P- Proto- 
Pahl. Pahlavi 
Pal. Palaic 


Parth. Parthian 
Phryg. Phrygian 


Other abbreviations 


acc. accusative 
abl. ablative 

adj. adjective 

adv. adverb 

all. allative 

aor. aorist 

AV Atharva-Veda 
c. commune 

ca. circa 

caus. causative 

cf. confer, compare 
coll. collective 


d(at). dative 

dem. demonstrative 
dial. dialectal 
dimin. diminutive 
du. dual 


PIE 
Plb. 


Proto-Indo-European 
Polabian 


PNCauc. Proto-North-Caucasian 


Pol. 
QIE 
Russ. 
Sax. 
Sem. 
SerbCS 
Skt. 
Slav. 
Sin. 
Sogd. 
Sumer. 


id. 

Le. 
imper. 
impf. 
inf. 
i(nstr.) 


Polish 
Quasi-Indo-European 
Russian 

Saxon 

Semitic 

Serbian Church Slavonic 
Sanskrit 

Slav(on)ic 

Slovene 

Sogdian 

Sumerian 

Swedish 

Tocharian 

Turkish 


. Turkmen 


Ukrainian 
Umbrian 
Urartian 
Uyghur 
Uzbek 

Vedic Sanskrit 


. West Caucasian 


Young Avestan 


east(ern) 
exempli gratia, for example 
et alii, and others 
etcetera 

feminine 

Festschrift 
Gedenkschrift 

genitive 

hysterodynamic 
Hesychius 

ibidem, at the same place 
idem, the same 

id est, that is 

imperative 

imperfect 

infinitive 

instrumental 


intrans. 
iter. 
È 


Lex. 
lit. 
loc. 
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intransitive 

iterative 

line (with the ‘minus’ sign 
[-] when counted from 

the bottom) 

in lexicographic works 
literal(ly) 

locative 


MedPont Mediterranean-Pontic 


p.c. 
PD 


perf. 


substratum (a conventional 
term; see 3.11) 
loanword 

masculine 

neuter 

nominative 

north(ern) 

oblique 

opere citato, in the work 
quoted 

personal communication 
proterodynamic 

perfect 


pers. pron. personal pronoun 


pl(ur.) 
pl. tant. 
prep. 
pres. 
prob. 
pron. 
q.v. 
ref. 

RV 


plural 

plural only 
preposition 
present 

probably 
pronoun 

quod vide, see there 
references 
Rig-Veda 
south(ern) 
singular 
subjunctive 
substantive 

sub verbo, under the lemma 
transitive 
videlicet, namely 
vocative 
volume(s) 

versus 

west(ern) 

Yast 

Yajur-Veda 


Note: Case forms are cited in shorter forms if taken with the number, e.g. GDSg 


(genitive-dative singular), IPl (instrumental plural), etc. 


PARTI 


ARMENIAN ETYMOLOGIES: 
INDO-EUROPEAN HERITAGE 


A 


agan ‘zealous (child, pupil)’. 

Attested only once, in a late medieval song [NHB 1: 2c]: Zi sireli ic ‘es mardkan, / 
Ler yusaneld manuk agan! “Be zealous in your study, so that you will be loved by 
people”. 
eETYM Clackson (1994: 223-2240) ascribes a meaning ‘early’ to agan and identifies 
it with -agan found in anagan ‘late; evening (time)’ (q.v.). The latter is considered, 
thus, as composed of the privative prefix an- and agan ‘early’, literally *‘not-early’. 
This, in fact, was first proposed in NHB 1: 101a. However, in its only attestation 
(see above), agan, as stated by Acafyan (HAB 1: 75a), means ‘zealous (child, 
pupil)’ rather than ‘early’. Therefore, the connection with an-agan is possible only 
in terms of a semantic development ‘early’ > ‘quick(-minded)’ > ‘zealous, diligent’. 


aganim,, 3sg.aor. ag-a-w, imper. ag-ir ‘to put on clothes or shoes’ (Bible+), ag-uc ‘- 
anem, 3sg.aor. agoyc‘ ‘to dress someone, make put on clothes; to put into rings’ 
(Bible+), ag-oyc‘, i-stem: IPl aguc -i-w-k‘ (Exodus 37.10) ‘crowbar, lever, ring for a 
lever’ (Bible+); with an initial h-: haganim ‘to put on clothes’ (Patericat+), MidArm. 
hag- in a number of verbal forms and derivatives (MifHayBar 2, 1992: 3-4). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, always with h-. Next to the basic meaning ‘to put 
on clothes’, the verb is also used in the meaning ‘to put into rings’, e.g. in T‘iflis 
[HAB 1: 76a]. 

The initial h- is old and probably has an etymological value since: 1) it is attested 
since Paterica; 2) it is dialectally ubiquitous; 3) in the Van-group and in the 
Armenian dialects of Iran it is regularly reflected as x-. For a discussion, see H. 
Muradyan 1982: 266, 277, 315-319; 1982a; Greppin 1982-83; 1983: 260-261; 
Kortlandt 1983: 9-10 = 2003: 39-40; Weitenberg 1986: 90-91; 1996: 105-106. 
eETYM Since Bugge (1889: 13-14), connected with Av. aovra- ‘footwear’, Lat. ind- 
ud, -ere ‘to put on, dress oneself in; to assume; to fall or be impaled (upon)’, OCS 
ob-uti ‘to put on footwear’, Lith. aütas ‘foot-cloth, rag’, aüti ‘to put on footwear’, 
Latv. auts ‘cloth, bandage’, see Hübschmann 1897: 411; Acarean 1908: 121a; Lidén 
1933: 41; HAB 1: 75-76; Pokorny 1959: 346; Greppin 1983: 260-261; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 109a. See also s.vv. ar-ag-ast ‘curtain, canopy, etc.’, awd 
‘footwear, shoes’, aw-t‘-oc ' ‘cover, coat, garment; blanket’. 

In order to explain Arm. hag- (see above), Kortlandt (1983: 13; 1984: 43 = 2003: 
42-43, 55-56) reconstructs Zb en. and points out that the h-less form *ag- must have 
arisen under the influence of either o-grade derivatives (cf. Umbr. anouihimu 
“induitor’, for a discussion, see also Ravnees 1991: 10; Untermann 2000: 112-113) or 
prefixed formations, e.g. ar-ag-ast ‘curtain’; he identifies this etymon with *;ues- 
‘to put on clothes’ assuming that the initial laryngeal has been eliminated in Hitt. ú- 
e-es-ta and Gr. évvoyu ‘to clothe’ and ‘wears’ to avoid the homonymy with *hzues- 
“to spend the night’. 

However, if Hitt. unu-^ ‘to adorn, decorate, lay (the table)’ belongs with aganim, 
etc. and derives from PIE *h3u-néu-ti and *h3u-nu-énti (see Kloekhorst 2008: 918- 
920; cf. also Eichner 1978: 15153), the Armenian forms hag- and ag- may be 
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A aganim 


explained from */5eu- (*hoganim > haganim, see, however, s.v. hoviw ‘shepherd’) 
and *h;ou- (*oganim > aganim, loss of the laryngeal before an original *-o-), see 
Kloekhorst ibid.; for a different analysis, see Lindeman 1982: 29, who does not 
mention the Armenian h-. 

For a further philological and etymological discussion and for the nasal present, 
see Maries/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79; Hamp 1975: 101; Szemerenyi 1977: 
87346 (*aw-an-); Lindeman 1982: 29; Klingenschmitt 1982: 196; Joseph 1984: 48; 
Greppin 1988-89: 478; Kortlandt 1996: 41; 1996a: 58 — 2003: 115, 119; Beekes 
2003: 184. For Armenian -anim vs. Hittite -nu- (cf. also *ues-nu- in z-genum ‘to 
dress’, as well as MidArm. hagnul) note Arm. jer-anim vs. jer-num (see s.v. jer 
‘warmth’). For the Armenian caus. meaning ‘to put into rings’ compare the 
semantics of the Hittite verb ‘to adorn’. 


aganim;, 3sg.aor. ag-a-w, imper. ag-ir ‘to spend the night’ (Bible+); vayr-ag, a-stem: 
GDSg vayrag-i (Book of Chries), IPl vayrag-a-w-k' (Philo) ‘sleeping in the field’ 
(Bible+); further see awt‘, i-stem ‘sleeping place, spending the night’. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. aic, -ıdog f. ‘tent or place for passing the night in’, 
iav@ ‘to sleep, spend the night’, aor. &eoa, iavduog ‘sleeping place’, see Müller 
1890: 8; Hübschmann 1897: 411-412 (sceptical; HAB 1: 76 with references; 
Pokorny 1959: 72; Mallory/Adams 1997: 171b. For a thorough philological and 
etymological discussion, see Minassian 1978-79: 25-26. 

The underlying PIE verbal root is reconstructed as *h;ues-, cf. Hitt. huis- ‘to 
live’, Skt. vasati, ávasat, vasant- ‘to stay, dwell, spend the night’, etc.; Gr. iado ‘to 
sleep, spend the night’ is a reduplicated present from *hzi-hzeus-; note also Arm. go- 
‘to be, exist’ from "*/;uos- (for a discussion, see Beekes 1969: 57, 127, 129; Greppin 
1973: 68; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 256-257; Greppin 1983: 260; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 531-532). For a further discussion, see Barton 1988; Beekes 1991: 243; 
Clackson 1994: 104-107, 2239. 

An IE *h;uV- would yield Arm. *gV-. One therefore derives ag- from a full-grade 
*h;eu- (Polomé 1980: 28; cf. also Eichner 1978: 151, 1515s). This would give Arm. 
*haw/g-, however. More probably we can posit PArm. *ag- « *aw(h)- « QIE zero 
grade *h;u-s- (for the development, see s.v. ayg morning"). This zero grade form 
may be corroborated by awt‘, i-stem ‘sleeping place’ (q.v.). 

Kortlandt (1983: 13; 1984: 43 — 2003: 43, 56; cf. also Beekes 2003: 174, 184) 
posits *Hou- in vayr-ag ‘living in the field’ and awt' ‘place to spend the night’ < 
*ou-ti- (cf. the vocalic development in ayt ‘cheek’). This view is improbable as far 
as awt' is concerned because: 1) I prefer a different analysis for ayt ‘cheek’ (q.v.); 2) 
awt‘, i-stem is most probably a *-ti-derivative and is likely derived from a zero- 
grade root */;u- or, perhaps better, PArm. *aw- or *ag- from *hzus- (see s.v. awt‘). 


agarak, a-stem: GDSg agarak-i, GDPl agarak-a-c ' (Bible) ‘landed property; estate, 
a house with all possessions; village'. 
For the contextual relatedness with art ‘cornfield, tilled field’ (q.v.) cf. e.g. Isaiah 
27.4: pahel zoC artoy yagaraki ` pvAdooew kalaumv Ev Ayp@. 
In Agat'angelos § 126 (1909— 1980: 735), agarak is found in an enumeration of 
the types of dwellings or rural communities, which is represented by Thomson 1976: 
139 as follows: awan ‘town’, sen ‘village’, geo? ‘hamlet’, agarak ‘estate’. 
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Thoroughly analyzing a number of similar lists and other attestations, Sargsyan 1967 
concludes that agarak means ‘landed property, estate’ and is equivalent to dastakert. 

Armenian loans: Georg. agarak’i ‘cornfield, estate, village’, and, without -ak, 
agara "estate, rural house’ [HAB 1: 77b]. 
eDIAL No dialectal evidence is recorded in HAB 1: 77. Here Aéaryan interprets Nor 
Naxijewan rural egerek‘ ‘the summer staying place of bullocks in fields’ as a back 
loan from Crimean Tatar *egerek (cf. Turk. ekrek in numerous place-names of Asia 
Minor) < Arm. agarak. 

Further, note Xotorjur agrak  'country-house, bower, summer place’ 
[YusamXotorj 1964: 459]. 
eETYM Since long, connected with Gr. &ypóc ‘field’, Lat. ager m. ‘field’, Skt. djra- 
m. ‘field, plain’, etc. Since these forms go back to PIE */;e$-ro- which cannot yield 
Arm. *agar-ak, Aéatyan (HAB 1: 77a) assumes a loan from a lost IE language of 
Asia Minor. Others (e.g. Karst 1911: 402; Lap'anc'yan 1939: 17; see also Jahukyan 
1987: 452; cf. Olsen 1999: 246, 953) link agarak with Sumer. agar ‘field’. Arm. 
agarak has been interpreted also as follows: “Gr. aypög arrangé à l'arménienne" 
[Mariés/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 29]. For this PIE etymon, see s.v. art 
*cornfield, tilled field’. 

At any case, the spread of the PIE term into Near East is possible, and Arm. 
agar-ak can be regarded as its secondary reflex and linked with other cultural loans 
as burgn 'tower' (q.v.), etc. But the ending -ak seems to favour an lranian 
intermediation. 

Greppin (1982a: 118; see also 1991b: 724, with some ECauc. forms) treats agar- 
ak as a loan from Hurr. awari- ‘field’. He stresses that the Hurrian word would 
appear in Urartian as *are, so Arm. agar-ak must come from Hurrian, not Urartian. 
According to Jahukyan (1987: 425), this comparison is phonologically possible, but 
the other etymology is more probable. 


agi, GSg agw-o-y (cf. z-agw-o-y in P‘awstos Buzand 3.6), ISg agw-o-v (Epiphanius of 
Cyprus), IPI age-a-w-k' or ISg ag-a-w (Philo) ‘tail’ (Bible+). 

Unein agis ast nmanut'ean karci, ew xayt'oc' yagis noc'a (Revelation 9.10); 
Agik' noc'a nmanut‘iwn öji. (Revelation 9.19). In these passages Arm. agi (= Gr. 
ovpa) refers to the tails of scorpions and snakes. 

In P‘awstos Buzand 3.6 (1883-1984: 13-5 transl. Garsoian 1989: 73): kapec ‘in 
kaxec ‘in zmanukn Grigoris zagwoy jioyn “hanged and bound [in the text: bound and 
hanged — HM] young Grigoris to the tail of the horse". 

In these three classical passages agi refers to the tail(s) of scorpions, snakes, and a 
horse, respectively. Elsewhere, agi denotes the tail of a lion, a dog, etc. [NHB 1: 3]. 
As we can see, the word is also used in reference to snakes and dogs, despite 
Aéaryan’s statement (see HAB 1: 77b). 

A meaning ‘penis’ can be deduced from agat “whose penis is cut off’ used by 
Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i in “Girk‘ harc‘manc‘” (14" cent.). For the semantic shift ‘tail’ > 
‘penis’, see s.v. jet ‘tail’. For a philological analysis, see Minassian 1978-79: 29. 
@DIAL Preserved in the dialects with: 

initial a-: Agulis, Hacon, Aslanbek, Xarberd, Rotost‘o, Akn, Sebastia, It‘, 
Alaskert, Su¢‘ava [HAB 1: 78a], Papen, Xotrjur [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 3b]; 
Svedia [Andreasyan 1967: 352a]; 
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initial h-: Larabat hák "i, hak”ü [Davt‘yan 1966: 299]; Goris hak ‘i, hdk ‘ti, häk”ü 
[Margaryan 1975: 311a, 425a], perhaps also häk tin, cf. AblSg häk‘ünic‘ (referring 
to the tail of a hen) [Lisic‘yan 1969: 270]; Samaxi hdk i, häk”i [Balramyan 1964: 
185]; Metri hég’in [Atayan 1954: 260a]; Karéewan häg’in [H. Muradyan 1960: 
188a]; Kak‘avaberd hägin, in the village of Gudemnis häk”ü [H. Muradyan 1967: 
98, 116, 164a]; Ares hägi [Lusenc* 1982: 195a]; Sam&adin/ Dilijan häk‘i [Mezunc‘ 
1989: 183a]. 

The initial hä- in Satax häkyi regularly corresponds to Van d- in äkyi (see M. 
Muradyan 1962: 25, 33, 76, 172, 191a). Acaryan (1952: 24f) does not explain this a- 
> Van d- development. Bearing in mind that the Classical y- yields voiced h- in 
Satax whereas it disappears in Van (see Acatyan 1952: 76; Muradyan 1962: 24, 53), 
one must trace the anlaut of Satax häkyi back to y- rather than h-, since the latter 
would have given x-. This perfectly fits in the rule formulated by Weitenberg (1986: 
92-93). Thus, at least on the basis of Van and Satax, one may reconstruct a by-form 
with an initial y-, namely Armenian *y-agi. See 2.3.1 on y-. 

For Partizak, a recent meaning “an inseparable friend’ is recorded [HayLez- 
BrbBar 1, 2001: 3b]. 

In most of the dialects, the word generally means ‘tail’ (as stressed by ACaryan in 
HAB 1: 78a, in Suc'ava even pertaining to sheep, fish and birds), while the meanig 
‘lap’ is attested in Van, Satax (specifically of women's dress; see M. Muradyan 
1962: 68, 76, 172, 191a), Akn and Svedia. Svedia is particularly interesting, for here 
we have a contrast: aka ‘tail’ (< agi), NPI äkasdun ‘tails’ : äkäk‘ ‘lap’ (< agi-k‘) 
[Andreasyan 1967: 40, 42, 52, 352a]. The latter formation should be interpreted as a 
common development shared with Akn ag 'ik', since this too is a plural formation 
with the semantic shift. However, this meaning could be pretty old, as it is found 
also in Van and Satax, while in Ala&kert we find ‘edge of the spinal column’. 

The by-form *dk ‘ti, found in Larabal, Goris and partially in Kak‘avaberd (see 
above), has perhaps resulted from a generalization of the oblique stem agw-, cf. 
Larabal e.g. AblSg hyak‘van [S. Harut‘yunyan 1965: 94b ?"*]. Kak'avaberd 
(Gudemnis) GDP1 hak ‘vac ' [H. Muradyan 1967: 116], etc. 
eSEMANTICS Theoretically, the basic meaning of the word might have been ‘edge’ in 
the semantic fields of animal (partly also, perhaps, human) anatomy and dressing. 
This suggestion will be verified below, in the etymological section. Arm. tutn/ttun 
(HAB s.v.) can serve as an interesting parallel to the semantic field. Cf. also ClPers. 
dum ‘tail; edge/end’ (*xBocr; koner’) [EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 479]. This Arm. 
word demonstrates semantic variety already in the Bible, whereas agi appears in the 
literature only in the meaning ‘tail’, the other meanings being confined to the 
dialects; cf. also V. Arak'elyan 1984: 50. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 1: 77-78. Listed by Olsen 
(1999: 940) among words of unknown origin. 

Jahukyan (1967: 191) connects the word to Pol. ogon and Czech ohon ‘tail’ < IE 
*ag- (= *h;e$-) ‘to drive’ (cf. s.v. acem) and places it in the list of aberrant words 
which deviate from the rules of palatalization. I would agree with Greppin (1983: 
261), who considers the etymology uncertain by putting the whole entry in square 
brackets. 
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If the basic meaning of agi were indeed ‘edge’ (in the semantic fields of animal 
and partly, perhaps, human anatomy, as well as dressing; see above, in the 
dialectological section), I would connect the word to Arm. haw ‘beginning’ < 
perhaps *‘edge’, which may be derived from *p(e)h;u-. haw and (h)agi correspond 
to each other as kov and kogi (see s.v.v). The loss of the initial h- in agi is perhaps 
due to the unstressed position: *phzu-iiV- > Arm. "(h)agüV- > agi. In Eastern 
dialects, the h-, if not from y-, may have been preserved due to the initial syllable 
being accented as a result of accent retraction. 

As I tried to demonstrate in the dialectological section, a by-form *y-agi can be 
reconstructed on the basis of Satax and Van (but perhaps also on the basis of others 
with an initial A-, if this goes back to Arm. *y-). This is parallel to haw, next to 
which there is a rarely attested prefixed form yaw (HAB s.v.). 


azazim ‘to become dry, wither’ (Etišē, see Ter-Minasyan 1989: 404-5, azazanam 
‘to become dry’ (Philo), azazem ‘to make dry’ (Vkayk* arewelic‘, Sargis Snorhali, 
Carontir); azaz-un ‘dry, withered’ in Genesis 41.23-24 (said of hask ‘ear of corn’, 
Zeyt'unyan 1985: 342), Philo, etc. 
eETYM Probably from QIE *h2(H)s-g"-, cf. Goth. azgo ‘ashes’, etc.; see Meillet 
1898: 281-282; 1908-09: 357; HAB 1: 82; Pokorny 1959: 68-69; Jahukyan 1982: 
66, 102; Lehmann 1986: 54; Mallory/Adams 1997: 170b; Olsen 1999: 489. 
Sceptical: Greppin 1983: 261. On the PIE etymon, see Lubotsky 1985. Further, see 
s.v. aciwn ‘ash’. 

Arm. az-az- is considered a reduplicated present (Meillet 1936: 113) or an 
intensive (Clackson 1994: 86; cf. Jahukyan 1982: 171). For azaz-un, see Jahukyan 
1982: 130-131. 

The connection with Gr. doyoc, MPers. azg ‘branch’, Arm. azn ‘tribe’, ezn 
‘bullock’, etc. (Patrubany 1902-03) is untenable. 


azbn, -bin, -bamb ‘weft, web, warp’. 

First attested three times (not twice, as in Astuacaturean 1895: 11b and Greppin 
1983: 262) in Judges 16.13-14 (in the story of Samson and Delilah) rendering Gr. 
dlaoua ‘warp/Kettenfaden’: Et'e ankc'es zeot'anesin gisaks glxoy imoy and azbin 
<...>. Ear zeöt‘anesin gisaks glxoy nora handerj azbambn <...>. Korzeac‘ zc ‘ic‘sn 
handerj ostayniwn ew azbambn yormoy anti. 

Next: asbn (Philo); aspn (Vark‘ ew vkayabanut‘iwnk‘); ISg azbamb (Nersés 
Lambronac‘i, 12th cent.; see NHB 1: 6b); API azbuns (George of Pisidia). 

The “pure” root *azb (without -n) is found in two derivatives: azb-a-xumb 
‘crowd, rabble’ (P‘awstos Buzand 4.5: 1883=1984: 711") and azboc‘ ‘weaver’s 
comb’ (John Chrysostom). The rendering of the former as ‘a grouping of the warp or 
weft’, as proposed by Greppin (1983: 262), is rather literal than textual. I do not 
understand why Bailey (1983: 2) translates the compound as ‘very close’. The 
passage from P‘awstos reads as follows: (réel anc‘anel i veray azbaxumb 
zorut'eanc's “they fly over dense forces” (transl. Garsoian 1989: 119-120). As for 
the renderings *weaver's reed to separate threads’ (emphasis is mine) and ‘stick’, 
proposed by Bailey respectively for azbn and azboc ', one feels a tendency towards 
stressing their semantic conformity with Khot. ysba < *(a)zba- ‘reed’; see the 
etymological section. 
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The interpretation of azbaxumb should be reconsidered. The first component can 
in fact be equated with *asp- ‘to arm’, a quasi-word based on a re-analysis of 
aspazen and contamination with aspar ‘shield’ and (a)sparapet ‘commander-in- 
chief’. A secondary (dialectal?) voicing of sibilants and affricates is not uncommon 
in Buzand’s History; cf. Aljk' < Alc‘k’, Amaraz < Amaras, Tozb < Tosp. So, 
azbaxumb may have been made up to mean ‘armed crowd, rabble’. This suits the 
context: azbaxumb zorut'eanc ` 
eDIAL Preserved in numerous dialects. A trace of the final -n, although lacking even 
in Goris, Metri and other neighbouring dialects, appears to be found in Lernayin 
Larabak: áspo (Larabal, Hadrut‘, Salax-Xcaberd, Mehti8en) [Davt‘yan 1966: 300]. In 
what follows, I will only mention data which are relevant for the semantics. 

According to HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 106b, the basic dialectal meaning of azb(n) 
is “the movable frame of a (weaver's) loom with comb-like threads through which 
the threads of the woof pass'. Interestingly enough, this thorough description suits 
the dialectal (noted as “mk.””) meaning cited in NHB 1: 6b: “the comb-like woof 
through which the arej-k‘ pass; = Turk. /p öcü, p ücü/". Compare *aspasantr (in 
many dialects) ‘the comb (santr) of asp (= azbn), a part of the loom by which the 
woven fabric is pushed forward’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 106b], as well as azboc* 
*weaver's comb' (see above). 

Orbeli (2002: 207) describes the meaning of Moks asp‘ as follows: *pewusku, 
YeTbIpe Dap ITAJIOYCK C HHTSHBIMH TpeOHsMH, pa3/IeJISIOIIIHMH HATH TKAHbs". For 
the devoicing, cf. azg ‘nation’ > Moks ask, oblique ask - (op. cit. 206). 

Compounds *azbat‘el and *azbap'ayt (with t'el ‘thread’ and p'ayt ‘wood’, 
respectively, as the second members) are recorded in Metri (azbat‘il and azbap ‘et 
[Alayan 1954: 260]) and Larabat (aspat ‘il and aspap ‘et, -áp ‘at, etc. [Davt‘yan 1966: 
300]). Larabat *azbap our is cited in HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 7b in the meaning ‘the 
horizontal thin wood of a (weaver's) loom on which azb is based/put'. No Goris 
form is recorded in Margaryan 1975. However, Lisic‘yan (1969: 158) mentions aspi 
p 'etner (= Turk. /küju-alaji/), and the stick (Cipot) on it — aspap ‘ctin capat (= Turk. 
/küju-Cubuxi/). For additional ethnographic information concerning azb(n), see 
Lisic‘yan 1969: 160-161. Note also azbel (in a few dialects) ‘to stretch the azb-'s for 
the weaving’, a process where aspnkoc, with koc ‘beam’ as a second member (only 
in Sebastia), is involved, too [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 7b, 106b]. 
eSEMANTICS NHB and HAB specify the meaning of azbn as follows: ‘initial 
edge-threads (glossed as cop) of a woven fabric’. The same is stated by Alayan 
(1954: 260a) concerning Metri azb, but this seems to be taken from HAB and should 
not be used as first-hand information. I am not sure whether there is a solid textual 
basis for justifying the particular reference to the edge-threads, but it seems to be 
confirmed at least by the denominative verb azbel (in a few dialects) ‘to stretch the 
azb-'s for the weaving'. 

Although the textual evidence requires further examination, I preliminarily 
conclude that the basic meaning of the word can be formulated as follows: ‘the 
(wooden) frame of a loom with the main threads as the basis of the fabric’. A 
secondary specification focused on the threads or the edge-threads might have taken 
place; cf. in Sebastia, where the word refers to ‘golden and silver threads (in 
jeweller's art)’, and the just-mentioned azbel. 
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As is suggested by numerous examples (ostayn, stori, torg, etc.), the basic 
meaning can easily be derived from ‘wood; branch’. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 1: 84b) considers the resemblance with Syriac *azba ‘pubic 
or armpit hair’ as accidental. Indeed, it is semantically remote. Then Aéaryan 
(AéatHLPatm 1, 1940: 184; cf. Jahukyan 1985a: 367; 1987: 436-437; 1990: 63) 
mentions the word in the list of etymologically opaque words, conjecturally of 
Urartian origin. Jahukyan does not mention any of the references below, although he 
does list Bailey 1983 and Cop 1955 in his bibliography (1987: 647, 650). 

Cop (1955: 28; I cite from Greppin 1983: 262) proposed a connection with Skt. 
átka- m. “garment, coat’ (RV+); YAv. aóka- m. ‘coat, outer garment’, Gr. Arrouaı < 
*&r-jouat ‘set the warp in the loom, Le begin the web’, &oua, more usual diacua, 
-atoc n. *warp/Kettenfaden' (cf. öralouaı ‘to set the warp in the loom, i.e. begin the 
web’), Alb. end/én(d) *weben; anzetteln’. The Armenian form is derived from 
*ant-s-mn. 

Though semantically attractive (Óíagua corresponds to azbn in the 
above-mentioned passage from Judges 16.13-14), this etymology poses serious 
phonological problems. Greppin (1983: 262) argues against this derivation by 
stating that *ant-s-mn “would seem to give *anjbn rather than *anzbn > azbn". In 
my view, this objection is not essential. The developments -j- > -z- in such a cluster 
and *-Vnz > -Vz are unparalleled, but not impossible. I would even prefer to 
eliminate the voicing; thus: *ant-s-mn > *ansmn > *asmn (for *-Vns > -Vs see 
2.1.11). The shift *-mn > -bn (on which Greppin refers to Pedersen; cf. sksanim : 
skizbn ‘begin’) and the origin of *-s- are more problematic. Furthermore, the 
relationship between the Greek, Indo-Iranian and Albanian cognates and, 
consequently, the existence of an etymon, are very uncertain; see Frisk 1: 183; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 58; Demiraj 1997: 166-167. 

Olsen (1999: 369-370) independently suggests the same etymological connection. 
She mentions only the Greek form and equates azbn with doua, assuming “an Arm. 
sound change *-tm- (> *-Fm-) > *-sm- (*-zm-) as in Gk., followed by the particular 
development of *-m- > -b- as in skizbn". On *-mn > -bn, she too refers to Pedersen. 
I do not think *at-mn would yield Arm. azbn. For an earlier connection of azbn with 
Gr. óíaouo. comparing the ending -bn with that of skizbn see Maries/Meillet apud 
Minassian 1978-79: 21. 

The etymology proposed by Bailey (1983: 1-3; the same year as Greppin's 
treatment) opens more perspectives. Bailey compares azbn to Khot. ysba = *(a)zba- 
‘reed’ and connects them to the PIE words for ‘branch’ and ‘bone’, which are 
interpreted as variants of the same root with different suffixes; thus: *os-d/t- (= 
*Hos-d/t, see s.vv. ost ‘branch’ and oskr "bone, The Khotanese form under 
discussion is derived from *os-b”, and the Armenian azbn is considered an Iranian 
loan in view of its vocalism. 

However, there seems to be no evidence for an independent *Hos-, allegedly 
reflected in CLuw. has- ‘bone’ (see Hamp 1984; Starke 1990: 120-124; Kloekhorst 
2008: 325f), so one should perhaps reconstruct *Hos(d)-b”-. The Armenian form is 
not necessarily an Iranian loan. The semantic shift ‘reed’ > ‘a part of a weaver's 
loom’ is possible; cf. the meaning of Arm. elegn in Hamsen [HAB 2: 19a; Aéaryan 
1947: 227] and Sebastia [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 367b]. However, we do not know 
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whether the word was part of the weaving terminology of any Iranian language. 
Furthermore, azbn does not refer to a stick as a part of a loom (or as a weaver’s 
instrument). So, a native origin of azbn should not be excluded. With a 
generalization of the zero grade from the genitive, azbn might go back directly to 
*n,sd-b"-m. It is remarkable that Arm. ost, -oy ‘branch’ originating from the full- 
grade form of the thematized variant of the root under discussion, that is *Hosd-o- 
(cf. Gr. öçoç ‘bough, branch, twig’), is largely incorporated into the weaving 
terminology; see HAB s.vv. ost and ostayn. 

If the Khotanese form is indeed related, we are probably dealing with an 
innovation by means of the determinative *-b"- shared by Armenian and Iranian; cf., 
apart from skiz-b- ‘beginning’ (see above), also dei bh vs. del-in ‘yellow’, surb ‘pure’ 
(see s.vv.). Since PIE *Hueb"- ‘to weave’ (cf. Skt. vabh- ‘to bind, fetter’, MPers. 
waf- ‘to weave’, etc.) seems to be an enlargement of the synonymous *He/ou- (see 
Gamkrelidze / Ivanov 1984: 581-585; Klimov 1989: 27; Mallory / Adams 1997: 
572a), one may compare the *-b”- to that of *H(o)sd-b"-. 


azdr (spelled also as astr), er-stem: GDSg azder, AblSg azder-e; later also GDSg 
azder-i, GDPI azder-a-c' ‘thigh’ (Bible+), 'shoulder(-blade), etc.” (Grigor 
Narekac‘i, Nerses Lambronac‘i, etc.). 
eETYM The connection with Skt. sakthi- n. ‘thigh’ (RV+), Gr. ioyíov n. *hip-joint, in 
which the thigh turns’, etc., which involves a metathesis *sa- > as- and a voicing of 
the stops (Meillet 1898: 277-278; Hübschmann 1899: 47; HAB 1: 86b; Jahukyan 
1967: 217; M. Hanneyan 1979: 173), is highly improbable. Greppin (1983: 262) 
introduced the word in square brackets, as one of an uncertain origin. 

Jahukyan (1983: 86-87; 1987: 142, 184) derives azdr from PIE *Host- "bone" (cf. 
Gr. óogóc, -vog f. ‘loin or loins, lower part of the back’, etc.; see s.v. oskr ‘bone’), 
reconstructing *ost-d'-ur > *ozd'ur > azdr. Olsen (1999: 149) independently 
suggests the same etymology, but points out that “the formal divergences are not 
easily overcome". The determinative *-d"- is not corroborated by any cognate form, 
and the vowel *o- cannot yield Arm. a- in a closed syllable. The latter problem 
might be removed if one assumes a zero grade form: */i;st-d"-. Further, compare asr 
‘fleece’ and tarr ‘element’ (see s.vv.). Hamp (1984: 200) derives Gr. óogüc from 
*Host-b"u(H)- with oe ‘to beget, grow, etc.”. 

The PIE origin of the Armenian and Greek words and their appurtenance to the 
PIE word for ‘bone’ is improbable. One may rather assume a Mediterranean-Pontic 
substratum word *H(o)sdb"u- or the like, though this is uncertain, too. 


*azn-awor 

eDIAL Arm. *aznawor ‘huge man, giant; supernatural being, spirit’ is present in the 
dialects of Bulanox, Xlat', Van, Nor Bayazet [HAB 1: 87b], Ararat [Amatuni 1912: 
3], Sebastia [Gabikean 1952: 42], Alaskert [Madat'yan 1985: 206a], Svedia, etc. 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 8a]. In a fairy-tale from Goris, the village of Yayjı, 
recorded in Yerevan in 1969 (HZHek* 7, 1979: 507-5: min aznavur aré‘ “a giant 
bear". 

S. Avagyan (1978: 176a) records aznaur ‘a mythical giant man’ in Aréak (close 
to Van). On the road to Aréak — Van, there is a heap of stones called Aznavuri 
kerezman "grave of Aznavur", a few meters wide and as large as a cornfield. 
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According to the traditional story, this is the grave of Aznavur, who was created by 
Satana the very same day when the Lord created Adam (op. cit. 106). 

Commenting upon a similar grave, aznawuri gerezman, in a Kurdish village close 
to Manazkert, Abelyan (1899: 71, 71,) points out that the word aznawur denotes 
“die Urbewohner Armeniens” and is equivalent to dew. 

For other textual illustrations, see Mik‘ayelyan 1980: 14a!°, 15a'** (Nor 
Bayazet). 

In Gomer, aznahur is recorded [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 8a]. The -h- instead of 
-w- is also seen in *anjnahur (see below). 

In the meaning ‘nobleman’: Satax äznävur [M. Muradyan 1962: 208a]; Akn 
aznawur (as a personal-name) [Gabrielean 1912: 233]. 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 87b), Arm. azn ‘generation, nation, tribe’ 
(cf. azn-iw ‘noble’ in Bible+) has been borrowed into Georg. aznauri ‘nobleman’ 
and from Georgian re-borrowed into Arm. dial. *aznawor ‘huge man, giant; 
supernatural being, spirit. Given the fact that, in most of the dialects, Arm. 
*azn-awor is not semantically identical with Georg. aznauri ‘nobleman’ and is 
widespread in Armenian dialects, most of which are geographically very far from 
Georgia, and the suffix -awor is very productive in Armenian, the interpretation of 
Arm. *azn-awor as a Georgian loan is improbable. 

The Armenian and Georgian words may be independent borrowings from Iranian, 
but it seems more probable that Arm. *azn-awor 'huge man, giant; supernatural 
being, spirit’ is not related to Georg. aznauri ‘nobleman’ or to the other forms 
[though a contamination is possible; cf. also Aznanc -ordi ‘valiant, brave man’ from 
azn, see SasCr 2/2, 1951: 821; Petoyan 1965: 380], but rather continues ClArm. 
anjn-awor ‘subsistent; breathing’ < *body/soul possessing’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i, Philo, 
etc.), a derivative of anjn ‘person, ipse; soul, spirit; body’ (Bible+; dial.); cf. also 
Sasun anjndvur ‘animate, living, corporeal’, Moks anjnavur, anjnahur ‘animate; 
giant, mighty’, Aparan anjnahur ‘a mythical being’, Gomer aznahur ‘giant’. Of 
these forms, Acaryan (HAB 1: 204a) mentions only Aparan anjnahur ‘a mythical 
being’, stating that it is a reshaped form of *aznawor < Georgian aznauri 
‘nobleman’. As we saw, however, the form anjnawor is reliably attested both in old 
literature and in dialects, and its semantics fits well into my proposal. See further 
s.V. anjn. 

Arm. dial. *azn-awor ‘huge man, giant; supernatural being, spirit’, thus, together 
with Sasun anjnävur ‘animate, living, corporeal’, Moks anjnavur, anjnahur 
‘animate; giant, mighty’, etc., belongs with ClArm. anjn-awor ‘subsistent; 
breathing’? < ‘body/soul possessing? < anjn ‘person, ipse’; soul, spirit; body’. 
Typologically cf. Lat. animus ‘soul, mind; vital power’, anima ‘air, breeze, breath, 
soul, life’ : animal n. ‘animal’, and, especially, Arm. dial. janavar ‘(ferocious) beast’ 
: Pers. jan-var ‘living, alive; animal; a fierce beast’, jan-avar ‘alive; an imprudent 
man’ from jan ‘soul, vital spirit; mind; self; life; spirit, courage; the father of 
demons’ (see Steingass 352-353). Note also Turk. canavar ‘cruel, rude, uncivilized; 
hero, etc.’ (Uwe Bläsing, p.c.). Acaryan (1902: 216) treats Polis and other forms as 
borrowings from Turkish. 

Arm. dial. janavar ‘beast’ can also refer to a small beast, as e.g. in Nor Bayazet 
(see Mik'ayelyan 1980: 9b, lines 8, 9, 22). In the same book (160b), jun-janavar is 


12 alawunk* 


glossed as *wild beast; huge man'. In Aréak (S. Avagyan 1978: 184a): janavar 
‘monster, imaginary ugly animal’. In a fairy-tale from Sirak (HZHek‘ 4, 1963: 
154°”, 155): mek visap, mek dew, ya uri$ me janavar “a dragon, a devil, or 
another janavar"; oc‘ dew gtav, oc‘ visap, oč‘ el uris janavar “He found neither 
devil, nor dragon, and nor another janavar". Thus, janavar refers to *wild beast (real 
or imaginary)’. Note that Pers. jan-var contains the same suffix as Arm. anjn-awor. 

Turk. aznavir ‘vengeful, cruel, fierce, big and strong’ and Pers. aznavur (in 
Steingass 45a: aznavur ‘a great lord") are often treated as Armenian borrowings 
[HAB 1: 87b; Dankoff 1995: 16; Batramyan 1974: 163]. This view is criticized by 
Uwe Bläsing (p.c.), who argues that all the forms are borrowed (directly or 
indirectly) from MPers. aznavar ‘noble’. 


alawunk‘, alawsunk* ‘Pleiades’. 

In Vark‘ ew vkayabanut'iwnk' srboc', Venice, 1874, vol. 1, p. 682 (apud HAB 3: 
222a): Bayc‘ ayl astelk' < ... > orpes aruseakn ew mazarovt'n ew alawsunk'n ew 
Haykn. Attested also in Carontir and by lexicographers. The occurrrence of 
‘Pleiades’ beside Hayk ‘Orion’ is very common, cf. Job 9.9, 38.31; Amos 5.8 — 
bazmastetk‘ and Hayk, next to each other. In the dialect of Van this relationship has 
created an interesting compound, viz. Xek'-bazük' (perhaps to be corrected as 
pázük ^) ‘Orion/Hayk and Pleiades’ (see Ter-Mkrté*yan 1970: 182-183) < *Hayk-k' + 
Bazuk-k'. About the association ‘Orion-Hayk’ in general, see A. Petrosyan 1991: 
102-103; 1991a: 121; 1997: 22-23. On Orion and Pleiades, see 3.1.1-2, 3.1.4. 

In Bargirk' hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: STI, alawun, var. alasun, is rendered 
by bazmasti or bazum astt or erroneously bazmatat (cf. HAB 1: 9, 92a) ‘Pleiades’. 

Obviously here belongs also MidArm. alawun-k' attested in Yovhan Varagac'i 
and interpreted as ‘heavenly angels’ in MijHayBar 1, 1987: 18a: Duk‘ alawunk‘ 
erknic ' Hayoc' ijek' i dast and is i koc *You, alawun-k' of the heaven of Armenia, 
come down to mourn with me". 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 1: 92a. Jahukyan (1963a: 86; cf. 1987: 270, with 
some reservation) connects the word to afawni ‘dove’ deriving both from *alau- 
‘white, shiny’ and comparing also *albho-, read "*A;elb'o-. This etymology is 
uncertain, since the only (cited) evidence for *-au-n- is taken from the Celtic 
onomastics, and there are no strong semantic parallels. One might reformulate the 
connection, deriving alaw(s)unk' directly from alawni, regardless of the ultimate 
origin of the latter. However, neither this would be convincing because, first: -/- 
instead of -/- is not explained; second, the origin of -s- remains obscure; third, 
alawni ‘dove’ is a derivative with -i suffix, but the expected (folk-etymological) 
development would be ‘dove’ > ‘star’ and not the other way around. Finally, to the 
best of my knowledge, in Armenian tradition, unlike in that of Greek (cf. Scherer 
1953: 144; Puhvel 1991: 1244), the Pleiades are never interpreted as doves. 

H. Suk'iasyan (1979: 298-299; cf. 1986: 26-27, 69, 99, 136, 137) mentions 
Jahukyan’s etymology stating that the -s- is a determinative, and treating the -w- as 
from the determinative *-b"-. See also S. Grigoryan 1988: 192. None of the authors 
specifies the origin of the -s-. 

There is synonymous a/abasar (only in P*estBar apud HAB), on which nothing 
certain can be based, however. 
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Since the semantic development ‘many’ > ‘Pleiades’ is one of the most 
representative patterns for naming this star cluster (see 3.1.2), one may derive 
alaw(s)unk' ‘Pleiades’ from y-olov ‘many’ (< *polh us, cf. Gr. zoAóg ‘many’, Skt. 
purü-, etc.) It is remarkable that the Iranian (YAv. API f paoiriiaéiniias < 
*paruiiaini-, NPers. parvin, etc.) and the Greek (/7Ae1&óec) names seem to have been 
based on the same PIE word. For a discussion and other opinions I refer to 
Bartholomae 1904: 876; Pokorny 1959: 800; Bogolyubov 1987; Puhvel 1991: 
1243-1244. Theoretically, we might be dealing with an isogloss shared by Armenian, 
Greek, and Iranian. 

This attractive etymology has been proposed by A. Petrosyan (1990: 234-236; 
1991: 103; 1991a: 121; 1997: 22; 2002: 55192). However, he does not specify the 
morphological background and phonological developments, and involves details 
which seem to be improbable and unnecessary, such as the relation to alawni ‘dove’ 
(see above for the criticism) and Hurrian allae “lady, queen' (pointing out that the 
dove is the symbol of Mother-goddess), as well as an anagrammatic connection with 
the IE name of the mythological snake Suel (cf. Russ. Volosyni ‘Pleiades’, etc., see 
Ivanov/Toporov 1974: 49-50, 200). Furthermore, one misses here the semantic 
development ‘many’ > ‘Pleiades’, which, in my opinion, is essential. The secondary 
correlation to the doves is based on folk-etymology and is confined to Greek. 
Compare other “Umdeutungen” of Pleiades to ‘Schiffahrtsgestirn’ (after zA&o), etc. 
[Scherer 1953: 143f; 1974: 18913]. 

Arm. alaw(s)unk' is an n-stem like harawunk' ‘arable land’ (q.v.). The -s- is 
perhaps from a parallel form in the suffix *-ko- by regular palatalization of *k after 
*u, cf. s.vv. araws (NB: next to the above-mentioned harawunk^), boys, etc. The 
initial a- beside -o- of y-olov ‘many’ might be explained by the ablaut within the PIE 
paradigm (cf. the zero-grade of Skt. purti-, see also 2.1.20, 2.1.23) or by the 
Armenian development o > a in pretonic open syllable within the Armenian 
paradigm; see 2.1.3. 

Celtic */u-uero- ‘viel’ from *pjh;u-uer-o- (see Zimmer 1997: 354-355) seems 
particularly interesting. If containing the heteroclitic suffix *-wer/n-, it matches 
alawunk' and helps to reconstruct a paradigm identical with that of harawunk‘, cf. 
Gr. &ápovpa f. ‘tilled or arable land; pl. corn-lands, fields’, etc. 

At last, one might also take into consideration Karst’s (1948: 792) brief note in 
which he compares alaw(s)unk' with Turan. Pers. alūs, ulus ‘troupe, foule’. This is 
uncertain, however. 


alewr, aliwr, GDSg aler (later also o-stem) ‘flour’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 94b]. 
eETYM Belongs with the family of alam ‘to grind’ (q.v.), cf. especially Gr. &Aeupov 
n., mostly in pl. &Aeupa, also GAevpog f. ‘flour’ [Hübschmann 1897: 414; HAB 1: 
94b]. 

Usually, *Ajeh;-ur is reconstructed for the Armenian word [Beekes 1969: 234; 
2003: 191; Eichner 1978: 152; Normier 1980: 20; Olsen 1999: 154, 156]. Hamp 
(1970: 228a) reconstructs *h,(e)leh,uro-, which does not agree with Kortlandt's 
view on the loss of w (see 2.1.33.1). Eichner (ibid. 153-154) derives aliwr ‘flour’, 
albiwr ‘well, spring’, etc. from nominative *-ewr, assuming a subsequent 
development -iwr > -ewr analogically after the genitive -er, which in turn has 
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derived, he says, from *-ewros, a replacement of an original *-ewnos. Clackson 
(1994: 94) considers this explanation as entirely ad hoc, since the oblique stem of 
the word for ‘spring’ must have been *b"run-, cf. Goth. brunna, etc.; see s.v. albewr 
and 2.1.33.1 for more detail. He concludes that the -e- of albewr comes from PIE 
short *-e-, and that we must seek a different explanation for the -e- of alewr. 

It has been assumed that alewr 1s a borrowing from Greek; see HAB 1: 94b for 
the references. Hübschmann (1883: 17; see also 1897: 414) rejected this in view of 
Arm. -/- instead of -/-. Clackson (1994: 94-95) advocates the loan theory and argues 
that the palatal -/- can be due to the environment of a front vowel, cf. balistr 
*catapult', etc. He concludes that “either alewr is a loan, or it stems from a different 
prototype from that ancestral to the Greek forms”. Even if the two nouns do both 
continue the same formation with the meaning ‘flour’, he proceeds, it seems unlikely 
that this is an innovation. 

The loan theory is advocated also by Greppin (1986: 288), who argues that in the 
Bible translation alewr mostly renders Gr. &Aeopov, and concludes: “Clearly, the 
appearance of Arm. alewr instead of *alewr is the result of learned tampering”. 

One finds hard to accept that such a common item as ‘flour’ can be a borrowing 
(HAB 1: 94b with references). Moreover, alewr is the principal word for ‘flour’ 
which is dialectally ubiquitous, so such a word could have hardly been borrowed 
from (or influenced by) Greek. As a last resort, one might assume a very old 
borrowing at the “Mediterranean” stage. In my view, the Greek and Armenian words 
for ‘flour’ continue the same protoform, namely *haleh,-ur. If the original form was 
indeed alewr and not aliwr, one may posit a loss of the intervocalic laryngeal, see 
s.v. yoyr. On -ewe- 7 -e- in GDSg aler see HAB 4: 628a, etc. (for more detail and 
references, see 2.1.33.1). 


ali-k*, (plurale tantum), ea-stem: GDPI ale-a-c', AbIPI y-ale-a-c‘, IPl ale-a-w-k‘ 
(Bible+) ‘waves’; ali, GDSg al(w)-o-y (Paterica) ‘wave’ (Book of Chries, Ephrem, 
Seal of Faith, etc.); see also s.v. ali-k“2 ‘grey hair’. 
eDIAL Ararat alik' ‘wave’ [HAB 1: 94a]. The old singular ali is seen in folklore (see 
Amatuni 1912: 6b; cf. MijHayBar 1, 1987: 18b for MidArm.). The ClArm. 
compound alekoc- ‘rise in waves, surge, billow’ is reflected in Larabal alakacna 
(Lisic*yan 1981: 67a, in the context of the sea at the 7^ heaven); Ararat alekorcum 
(Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 6a), cf. alekorcumn attested in Awgustinos Bajec‘i (HAB 2: 
6162). 
eETYM Arm. ali-k', ea-stem ‘waves’ and ‘grey hair’ derives from PIE *pel- ‘grey’ 
and is connected with Gr. zodidc¢, fem. zoAiág ‘whitish grey (of hair and of foaming 
seas)’, Myc. po-ri-wa, Skt. palitá- ‘grey, grey of old age, aged’, MPers. pir ‘old, 
aged’ « *parya-, Kurd. pel ‘wave, billow’, Lat. pallidus ‘pale’, palleo ‘to be/look 
pale’, etc. (Bugge 1889: 9; Meillet 1894: 154; Hübschmann 1897: 412, 520; HAB I: 
93b; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 476b; Pokorny 1959: 804; Mallory/Adams 1997: 641- 
642). 

The problem of the vocalism (*pol- or *pl-) of the Armenian word is much 
debated (see Grammont 1918: 223; Godel 1975: 72; Considine 1978-79: 357, 360; 
Greppin 1983: 263; 1986: 287; 1989: 165-166, 168; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 259-260; 
Saradzeva 1986: 30-31; Ravnæs 1991: 11-12, 92; Witczak 1999: 176; Olsen 1999: 
496-498; Beekes 2003: 156, 171). It has been suggested that the initial *h- of the 
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dialectal *halewor ‘grey-haired, old man’ is a relic of the IE initial *p- (see HAB 1: 
94a; H. Muradyan 1982: 266, 277; 1982a; Greppin 1982-83; Kortlandt 1983: 9-11 — 
2003: 39-40; Weitenberg 1986: 90-91). Polomé (1980: 27) assumes a merger of 
PArm. *hali- < *pli- and Sol < *pol-. 

One may suggest the following tentative scenario: Arm. ali-k‘, -ea derives from 
QIE *polieh;- (cf. Gr. zoAiaí which stands for Arm. alik‘ e.g. in Proverbs 20.29) > 
PArm. *(p)oliya- > *aliya-, with loss of *p- before *-o- as in otn ‘foot’ from *pod- 
(vs. het from *ped-) and the development *-o- > -a- in a pretonic open syllable 
(2.1.3). The form possibly betrays an earlier paradigm *pól-ih;- : *pl-iéh;- > *foli- 
/(f)ali- : *faliya- > *al(i)- : *haliya-. From this we arrive at an analogical nominative 
ali-k' vs. obl. alea- with a residual oblique h- reflected in *halewor. 


ali-k*;, GDPI ale-a-c‘ (Bible*), IPl ale-a-w-k‘ (Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, etc.) 
‘grey hair; old age’ (Bible+); ali (Yovhannes Erznkac‘i), AccSg y-alw-o-y (John 
Chrysostom) ‘grey hair’; alewor, a-stem: GDPI alewor-a-c‘ ‘grey-haired; old man’ 
(Movses Xorenac‘i, Philo, John Chrysostom, etc.); ate/e-bek in Movses Xorenac‘i 
(see below) and Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i (NHB 1: 39a). 

A few textual illustrations: p'ark' ceroc' alik‘ : d0ga dé mpsoßvrepwv noha 
(Proverbs 20.29); ew ast kargi patuec'er vasn aleac'd “and you appropriately 
honored [us] for these white hairs" (Eli$é, Chapter 7, Ter-Minasyan 1989: 342"; 
transl. Thomson 1982: 217). 

In a kafa to the Alexander Romance (H. Simonyan 1989: 769): cer aleawk' ew 
Sun mtawk ‘lit. “old with grey hair, and dog with mind". 

The compound ate-bek, with a dark -7-, containing bek- ‘to break, cut, split’ is 
attested in e.g. Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.24 (1913-1991: 72; transl. Thomson 1978: 
114): xarteass ays ew atebek cayriw herac‘ “blond with grey-flecked hair”. 
eDIAL The word alik‘ ‘grey hair’ has been preserved in phrases and proverbs from 
Tiflis (alik‘a eresi vra tal “to show signs of discontent”) and a number of western 
dialects, such as Xarberd and Sebastia (e.g. alik‘n anargel lit. ‘to disgrace one's grey 
hair’), often in apposition with mawruk' ‘beard’, cf. alik '-moruk' mek anel “to scold 
an old man ignoring his grey hair and beard", lit. “to make one's grey hair and beard 
one”; ver t'k'nem alik's e, var t'k'nem moruk's e “if I spit upwards, it is my grey hair, 
if downward, it is my beard" [HAB 1: 94a; Hut'Sam 1895: 354b.- ^, 3555 
Gabikean 1952: 43; Lanalanyan 1960: 74a 5]. Note also alik‘ ‘beard’ in Turkish- 
speaking Adana [HAB 1: 94a]. 

The word alewor ‘old man’ is widespread in the dialects, practically always with 
an initial h-: Hamsen halivor, Mus halvor, Akn, Xarberd halvor [HAB 1: 94a], 
Dersim alevor, hal(e)vor [Batramyan 1960: 71], Tigranakert hälvur [Haneyan 1978: 
181a], Zeyt'un hälvüy, Hacon halivoy, Svedia hälivür [Aéatyan 2003: 295, 558], 
Van xalivor [Aéatyan 1952: 242], Moks xälwur [Orbeli 2002: 241], Ararat alevor, 
halivor [Markosyan 1989:296a], Larabat halévur, hilivo/ur, hilivaer [Davt‘yan 1966: 
300], Agulis hlävür, gen. holoväri [Aéatean 1935: 330], Marala xälvir [Atarean 
1926: 381], etc. [HAB 1: 94a]. 

@ETYM See s.v. ali-k', ‘wave’. 


aloj ‘she-kid’ (Bible+). 
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eDIAL Van aloc [Alafyan 1952: 242], Moks alüc‘ (Xro/eb alüc), gen. alüc -u, pl. 
ülüc'-tir ‘epommBmas JByxronoBauas Ko3a’ [Orbeli 2002: 198], Satax aloc' 
*mayrac ‘u ayc = a would-be-mother goat’ [M. Muradyan 1962: 191a], Ozim alüc‘ 
‘two-year-old female kid’ [Hovsep'yan 1966: 234-235]. Svedia ileoyc' ‘kid’ 
[Aéatyan 2003: 369, 387, 558]. For Musa-ler, Gyozalyan 2001: 61 records ulic* 
*she-kid under one year’ vs. ul * a newborn kid’. 

eETYM No satisfactory etymology (see HAB 1: 95b; Olsen 1999: 196). See s.v. ul 
‘kid’. 

axaz, GDP] axaz-a-c ' ‘ermine, mustela alba’. 

The only attestation mentioned in NHB and HAB is found in Kai ar leh. [NHB 
1: 14c]: 

Nmanin oljaxohk' axazac', ork‘ t'olun zink'eans ambrnil yorsordac' k'an tē 
Sataxil “The righteous (people) resemble ermines, which prefer to let themselves be 
caught by hunters rather than to sin". The source, that is Kat. af leh., is missing in 
the bibliographies of both NHB and HAB. Its author seems to be Simeon Lehac‘i 
(17^ cent), of which I find another attestation of axaz in ‘Utegrut‘iwn’, in the 
meaning ‘ermine-fur’; see Akinean 1936: 381'“*, 421 (citing the Dictionary of 
Step‘anos Rosk‘a, 17-18" cent.). 
eETYM The word is considered a dialectal form of ak'is ‘weasel’ (q.v.); see also 
HAB 1: 96b; Jahukyan 1967: 307. Jahukyan (ibid.) mentions the pair in the context 
of the deviant alternation k x, but offers no explanation or etymology. 

In my view, axaz can be explained by a contamination of Arm. ak ie ‘weasel’ and 
Pahl. and NPers. xaz ‘marten’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 94). For a thorough discussion, 
see s.v. ak ‘is. 


acem ‘to bring, lead, move, beat, pour, etc.’, later also ‘to cut, shave; to play (a music 
instrument); to lay an egg’, etc. (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, especially in the meaning ‘to lay eggs’; in the 
Eastern peripheries (T‘iflis, Larabal, Agulis, Juta, etc.): ‘to pour’, ‘to play a music 
instrument’ [HAB 1: 102]. See also s.v. acu ‘garden-bed’. On the epenthetic -r- in 
*arcu ‘garden-bed’ and *arceli (vs. ac-eli) ‘razor’, see 2.1.30.2. 
eETYM Since Windischmann and Gosche, connected with Skt. ajati, Av. azaiti, Gr. 
Ge ‘to lead’, Lat. ago, etc. [Hübschmann 1896: 412“; HAB 1: 101-102] : PIE 
*h»e$- ‘to drive, lead’. 

Given the absence of the initial h- as the expected reflex of the laryngeal, 
Clackson (1994: 2183) points out: “Kortlandt’s rule that */;e- goes to Armenian ha- 
does not explain acem ‘I bring"". In fact, Kortlandt (1983: 14; 1996a: 56 = 2003: 44, 
118; see also Beekes 2003: 175, 182) derived acem from *h2g-es-, cf. Lat. gero ‘to 
bring’ (on which see Schrijver 1991: 18-19); see also Greppin 1983: 263. 
Considering this etymology problematic, Clackson (2004-05: 155) prefers to 
connect acem with the widespread thematic present *h,ege/o- and suggests that the 
initial h- might have been lost “through influence from compound words ending in 
-ac, which were synchronically associated with the verb acem (Olsen 1999:231-6)". 

The meaning ‘to play a music instrument’ is derivable from ‘to beat, sling’ (cf. 
Skt. aj- ‘to drive, sling’, go-ajana- ‘whip, stick for driving cattle’, Arm. gawazan 
‘id.’ from Iranian, etc.). 
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See also s.v.v. acu ‘garden-bed’, arac ‘proverb’, art ‘cornfield’. 


acu o-stem (lately attested); originally perhaps ea-stem ‘garden-bed’. 

Sirach 24.31/41 (= Gr. zpaoi& ‘bed in a garden, garden-plot’) [Clackson 1994: 
117, 225123]; Movses Xorenac‘i 1.3 (1913=1991: 10; Thomson 1978: 69). 

The only evidence for the o-declension comes from Middle Armenian: GDPI acu- 
o-c‘, AbIPI i yacuoc‘ [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 21b; NHB 1: 21b]. See also below on the 
dialects of Cilicia and Svedia. The MidArm. plural acu-k‘, not recorded in HAB, is 
found in Smbat Sparapet (13th cent., Cilicia), see Galstyan 1958: 167. In this 
passage, acuk‘ (in allative y-acuk‘) is opposed to aygi ‘garden’ and may therefore 
refer to *kitchen-garden'. The form acuk‘ ‘kitchen-garden’ is totally identical with 
the one found in the dialects of Zeyt'un (Cilicia), Dersim, etc. (see below). Note that 
Smbat Sparapet was from Cilicia. 
eDIAL Preserved in Agulis, Van, Ozim, Alaskert [HAB 1: 102b]; in some dialects, 
namely Hamsen [Aéaryan 1947: 219], Dersim [Batramyan 1960: 71b], Zeyt'un 
[Aéatyan 2003: 295], the plural form has been generalized: *acu-k‘ 
*kitchen-garden', which is attested in MidArm., in the 13th century (see above). 
Next to ajuk‘, Zeyt‘un also has pl. ajvanak' [Aéaryan 2003: 152]. 

According to Aéaryan (HAB 1: 102b), Kesaria has ajvik ‘kitchen-garden’, 
although Ant‘osyan (1961: 180) cites only äjuk‘ *kitchen-garden'. The dialectal 
form arcu(n) recorded in NHB (1: 21b) is now confirmed by Nor Juta arcu 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 100a]. Given the etymology of the word, the -r- should be 
seen as epenthetic; cf. also ac-el-i ‘razor’ : dial. *arceli (see 2.1.30.2). 

Remarkable is the paradigm preserved in Zeyt'un: NPI aju-k', GDPI ajv-ic' 
[Aéaryan 2003: 188]. The other classical words displaying such a paradigm are 
balan-i-k' ‘baths’, harsan-i-k' ‘wedding’, vart-i-k' ‘trousers’ and mawru-k' ‘beard’ 
(ibid.). All these words, except for mawru-k' (GDPl mawru-ac ‘), have classical -i-k‘ 
: GDPI -eac‘. Since the classical diphthong ea regularly yields i in Zeyt'un (see 
Acaryan 2003: 85), the classical GDPI -eac‘ can be seen as directly continued by 
Zeyt'un GDP! -ic‘. This would imply that the Zeyt‘un word under discussion may 
presuppose an alternating paradigm acu-(k‘) : *acu-i-k‘. I wonder whether the latter 
form can be supported by Kesaria ajvik (if this is to be understood as *ajvik‘ rather 
than a diminutive form in -ik). A theoretically possible paradigm would be NSg. 
*acu-i (> class. acu), NPI *acu-i- (> class. NPI *acu-i-k‘, GDPI *acu-eac ^). 

One would perhaps prefer a simpler, analogical solution, particularly given that 
the word for ‘beard’ (ClArm. mawru-k', mawru-ac ' : Zeyt^un muyu-k', muyv-ic^) is 
irregular, too.! However, this word seems analogical after acu-k‘ rather than other 
body-part terms, which in Zeyt‘un display different GDPI endings, namely -uc ‘ and 
-oc‘ (see Aëatvan 2003: 188). The Zeyt'un paradigm of acu-k' can therefore be 
viewed as old. The reason for the analogical influence may have been the similar 
ending of the stems of both words, namely the vowel -u-. 

This hypothesis may be confirmed by the etymology; see below. 


! Postulating an intermediary stage with a hiatus/glide -y-, which would trigger a morpholo- 
gical change moru-ac' > *moru-y-ac' (in classical terms: *möru-eac‘) > Zeyt'un muyv-ic ', 
does not help much since I do not have supportive material for such a hiatus in Zeyt‘un or 
adjacent dialects. 
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MidArm. GDADIPI (y)jacuoc' (see above) may be seen in Svedia / Musa-Lei, in 
the refrain of a famous dance-song (YuSMusLer 1970: 222): Ku gir annir eecuc ‘a,/ 
arka naut kir eer cuc a “She was coming out of the kitchen-garden, and there were 
two pomegranates in her bosom". 
eETYM A derivative of acem ‘to bring; to lead; to move, etc.’ (q.v.) < PIE */;e$-: 
Skt. djati, Gr. äyo ‘lead’ (Il), etc. [HAB 1: 101-102]. Arm. acu is directly compared 
with Gr. dyvia, pl. ayvıal f. ‘street, road’ (Il.) and interpreted as a perfect participle 
*-us-ieh;- (see Jahukyan 1987: 241; cf. Clackson 1994: 22574). 

After a thorough examination of the Greek word, however, Szemerenyi (1964: 
206-208) concludes: “It seems therefore clear that the connection of dyvia and Gro 
is nothing more than popular etymology, probably overlying and obscuring an 
indigenous word", see also Beekes 1998: 25 and his forthcoming dictionary (s.v.). 
How to explain, then, the similar pattern seen in Armenian acem ‘to lead’ : acu 
*garden-bed', which are not mentioned in this context? Whatever the exact details of 
their origin and development, the Greek and Armenian words under discussion seem 
to belong together. 

A hypothetical development of the paradigm would be as follows: NSg. 
*agus-ih>- > PArm. *acu-i > ClArm. acu, NPI *aéus-ih;-es > *acu-i-k', oblique 
*agus-ieh, > PArm. *acu-ia- > GDPI *acu-eac ‘ (see above, in the discussion of the 
dialectal forms). This implies that, of the two plural forms represented only in 
dialects, *acu-i-k' is the original one, whereas *acu-k‘ is analogical after NSg acu. 


acut, acux (o-stem according to NHB 1: 21b, but without evidence) ‘coal; soot’. 

In Lamentations 4.8, acux renders Greek doßoAn ‘soot’. The passage reads as 
follows: T'xac'an k'an zacux tesilk' iwreanc' : Eoxotaoev onàp áoflóAgv tò eldog 
atv. RevStBible has: “Now their visage is blacker than soot". In the other 
attestations and in the dialects, the word mainly refers to ‘coal’. 

In Agat‘angetos $ 219 (1909-1980: 116""'; transl. Thomson 1976: 223; see also 
Norayr Biwzandac‘i 1911: 167): ew tesin zi t'xac'eal er marmin nora ibrew zacul 
(vars. zacux, zacutx, zarcui) sewac 'eal “and they saw that his body was blackened 
like coal". The place-name Acut is found in Step‘anos Taronec'i/Asolik (referring to 
P'awstos) and Vardan Arewelc‘i, in the forms Arjkat-n and Arcut-n, respectively; for 
a discussion, see s.v. place-name Dalari-k '. 

In P‘awstos Buzand 3.20 (1883-1984: 45-5 transl. Garsoian 1989: 97): Ale, 
tesek‘ acul, orov erkat‘ Solac 'usc'uk', zi zac's xaresc'uk' zark'ayis Hayoc‘. Ew 
anden berin acul, orov xarein zac'sn Tiranay : **Now then! Bring [glowing] coals 
with which to heat iron to the glowing point so as to burn out the eyes of the king of 
Armenia'. And they immediately brought coals with which they burned out the eyes 
of King Tiran”. For a discussion of the context and the place-name Acul, see s.v. 
place-name Dalari-k *. 

Yovhan Mandakuni (G cent.) or Yovhan Mayragomec i (7" cent.) mentions acu? 
in a list of sorceries, between ai ‘salt’ and asteni karmir ‘red thread’. This attestation 
is not found in NHB or HAB s.v., although NHB (1: 314b) has it s.v. asteni. Here, 
the word is cited with auslaut -x. The recent edition (2003: 1262b"°'), however, has 
acut. The underlying sorcery may be compared to the one applying sew acux “black 
coal", which has survived in Akn up to the pre-Genocide period, as described in 
Canikean 1895: 166; see also T'orlak'yan 1981: 147a on Ham&en. 
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In “Yataxapatum” 6: acux seaw e k'an zstuer “the coal is blacker than the 
shadow” [NHB 1: 21b]. 

In Bargirk* hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 995), acux is rendered by gorceli ‘coal’ (on 
this word see HAB 4: 646b), mur ‘soot’, and anjot. On the last word, see below. 

The verb acxanam (var. aclanam) ‘to become coal or ash’ is attested in Philo 
[NHB 1: 21a]. 

NHB (1: 21a) and HAB (1: 102b) record acx-a-kez, the second member meaning 
‘to burn’, attested in T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10 cent.) 2.1. However, in V. Vardanyan 
1985: 1265, one finds astuac-a-kéz instead, with astuac ‘god’, and this is reflected 
in the English translation by Thomson (1985: 145): ew hur krakaranin borbok'eal, 
astuacakez ararin zna yormzdakan mehenin : “In the temple of Ormizd they had [the 
marzpan] consumed by his god in the blazing fire of the pyraeum”. 
eDIAL All the dialectal forms recorded by Aécaryan (HAB 1: 103a), except for 
Rodost‘o ajux, contain an epenthetic -n-: Larabal, Goris dnjut, Samaxi hanjul (see 
also Batramyan 1964: 185), Ararat ánjot, Nor Bayazet anjox, Hacon anjot. Note also 
Sasun anjux 'coal, half-burnt wood [Petoyan 1954: 103; 1965: 443], and Lazax, etc. 
(see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 63b, with textual illustrations). Apart from ánju? and 
ánjol, Larabat has also anjoina [Davt'yan 1966: 301]. 

As reported by Acaryan (HAB 1: 103a), the form anjot is attested in Efimérte 
(17* cent.). He does not mention the testimony of Bargirk* hayoc‘, where acux is 
rendered by three synonyms: gorceli ‘coal’, mur ‘soot’, and anjo! (see above). Since 
*anjol is present in limited areas, namely in the Eastern (Larabal, Ararat, etc.) and 
extremely South-Western (Sasun and Haan) dialects, one may take this as an 
example of affiliation of Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ with the Eastern dialects, especially 
Larabat, etc. (H. Martirosyan 2008). Note that in an older lexicographic work 
(abbreviated as HinBr), acux is glossed by gorceli and mur (see NHB 1: 21b), just as 
in Bargirk* hayoc‘; only anjof is missing. If indeed the original gloss did not include 
anjot, this form may have been added by the compiler/redactor of Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ 
(probably Eremia from Metri), for whom it was a living form. Note also that, in 
manuscripts, one finds not only anjo! and anjöf, but also oni, which is reminiscent 
of doublet forms in Larabat, namely anjot and anjut. 
eETYM Since TérviSean and Müller (see HAB 1: 103a ; apud Minassian 1978-79: 
22; cf. Hübschmann 1877: 21, without the Armenian form), connected with Skt. 
dngara- m. ‘coal’ (RV+), Lith. anglis m. ‘coal’, OCS oglo m. ‘coal’. Hübschmann 
(1897: 412) rejects this etymology, since he considers acux (with final -x), attested 
in Lamentations 4.8, to be the original form. Later, however, he (1904: 395, 395) 
assumes the opposite since, in cases with the alternation 7 : x, the form with 7 (> y, x) 
is the original one. Besides, the 7-form is found in P‘awstos Buzand, Agat'angelos 
(both 5" cent), Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (G or 7" cent.; not cited in 
NHB, Hübschmann, HAB), etc., and has, thus, more philological weight. Acaryan 
(HAB 1: 103a) follows Hübschmann, explicitly stating that the original form was 
acut and ascribing the final -x to the probable influence of cux ‘smoke’ (see also 
Jahukyan 1987: 183). Kétikean (1905), too, treats acu? as the original form. 
Nevertheless, acux continues to be the main cited form, probably due to the Biblical 
attestation (cf. Olsen 1999: 949), as well as to the fact that the modern literary 
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language has adopted it. Saradzeva (1986: 46) deals with acux and dial. *anjo?, but 
does not even mention acut. 

Menevisean (apud Kétikean 1905: 347-348; see also Acaryan 1967: 127) draws a 
comparison with Russ. ugol’ and Germ. Kohle ‘coal’. Pedersen (apud Kötikean 
1905: 348) is more inclined towards Germ. Kohle and Ir. gual ‘coal’ than to the 
Sanskrit and Balto-Slavic forms. In this case, however, the initial a- of Arm. acut/x 
remains unexplained, unless one postulates PIE *Hg(e/o)ul- (Witczak 2003: 83-84). 
One might assume a contamination of the two words for ‘coal’, which would explain 
the appearance of -c- (instead of -k-) and the absence of the nasal in Armenian, but 
this is not convincing. For Germ. Kohle, etc., see also s.v. krak ‘fire’. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 103) does not accept any of the etymological attempts and 
treats Laz (m)cola ‘soot’ and, with reservation, Udi cil ‘glowing coal’, as Armenian 
loans. Olsen (1999: 949) puts acux in her list of unknown words. Greppin (1983) did 
not include the word in his etymological dictionary. 

The connection with Skt. angära-, Lith. anglis, etc. ‘coal’ seems very plausible. 
The scepticism of scholars is understandable, since the expected Armenian form 
should have been *ank(V)i. In order to solve the phonological problems, Saradzeva 
(1986: 46) assumes a by-form of the PIE root with *-g- or *-g'-. Jahukyan (1987: 
141, 183) suggests *angoli- > *angiol-, with a metathesis of the -i-. This view 
cannot be maintained on the following grounds: (1) *-gi- would have rather yielded 
-C-; (2) the loss of the nasal in ClArm. is not explained; (3) such a metathesis is not 
very probable. In the following, I shall offer an explanation of the apparent 
phonological problems involving the development *HNg"u- > PArm. *an"k"u- > 
*quk- > *auc-, with regular palatalization of *g before *u, as in awj ‘snake’, 
awcanem ‘to anoint’, etc.; see s.v. awji-k‘ ‘collar’; cf. also 2.1.17.3. 

If Lat. ignis m., Skt. agni- m., etc. ‘fire’ belong to this PIE word, they may be 
derived from *h;ng"ni- (cf. Derksen 2002-03: 10; *h, in view of the laryngeal 
colouring in Latin), whereas the Sanskrit and Balto-Slavic forms would reflect a full 
grade *h;ong"-(0/0)l- [Schrijver 1991: 63-64, 416, 484, 497]. I propose to treat the 
word for ‘coal’ as a HD /-stem (for the type, see Beekes 1995: 177): NSg 
*hióng"-ol, gen. *h,ng"-[-ós. 

From NSg *-ol, one would expect Arm. *á(n/w)cul > *ac(u)t. We can assume an 
analogical restoration of -u- and/or a scenario comparable to that of ant' : anut' 
‘armpit’ (q.v.). Alternatively, a secondary thematization could be assumed based on 
the nominative: *A;(o)ng"-ol-o-, cf. Skt. ängära- (although the Sanskrit form may 
reflect both *-o/-o- and *-öl-o-; for *-ol- cf. Gr. &ofoAoc, doßoAn ‘soot’, see s.vv. 
aciwn ‘ash’, askn ‘ruby’). This is attractive since it helps explain the loss of -w- by 
the pretonic position: PArm. *a(w)cut-o- > acul, cf. acem ‘to grow’ < PArm. *aug- 
ié-mi vs. Lat. augeo, etc. 

Note that we are dealing with a case of anticipation of two possible labial 
features: (1) labiovelar; (2) labial vowel -u- from *-o-. 

The nasal of dial. *anjo? may be secondary, as Acaryan (2003: 139) states for 
Haéon anjol, drawing a comparison with cases such as masur ‘sweet-brier’ > Hacon 
mansuy, mec ‘big’ > Zeyt'un minj, Sak'ar ‘sugar’ > Zeyt'un Sank oy, etc. Also, 
Samaxi hanjut is listed with examples of n-epenthesis [Batramyan 1964: 65]. For 
Larabat ánju/ol (< acul), Davt‘yan (1966: 77) cites the example of koriz ‘stone or 
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hard seed of fruits’ > Larabat kori/enj in Martakert and north of Step'anakert vs. 
korez and korezna elsewhere. However, this example is ambiguous since it could 
have resulted from *koriz-n. 

Nevertheless, *anjo? is present in the Eastern (Larabal, Ararat, etc.) and 
extremely South-Western (Sasun and Hacon) dialects and may therefore be archaic. 
Jahukyan (1967: 204, 313) mentions this dialectal form, but does not specify the 
origin of the nasal. Later, he (1972: 273; 1987: 141, 183, 233, 613) ascribes an 
etymological value to it. If indeed original, the nasal may have resulted from a 
generalization of the full-grade nominative *h,ong"-öl(-o)-, whereas the sequence 
*hng"ol- would trigger the development above. However, as already stated, the 
nasal could be epenthetic, albeit old. Besides, one may also assume an influence of 
xanj-oi ‘half-burnt wood’ (from xanj- ‘to scorch, singe’, q.v.), attested from the 
Bible onwards and dialectally present in the extreme NW (Trapizon, HamSen, etc.), 
SW (Syria), and SE (Larabal, etc.). 

If *anjot is original, xanj-o? may be treated as an analogical formation after it. 
Compare also the discussion s.v. awji-k‘ ‘collar’. 


akanj, i-stem: LocSg y-akanj-i (Ephrem), ISg akanj-i-w (Paterica), IPl akanj-i-w-k‘ 

(Anania Sirakac‘i, 7^ cent., A. G. Abrahamyan 1940: 625); o-stem: ISg akanj-o-v 
(Nersés Lambronac‘i); akanj-k‘, a-stem: NPI akanj-k‘, API akanj-s, GDPI 
akanj-a-c ‘, IPl akanj-a-w-k ' (abundant in the Bible) ‘ear’. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous, mostly with metathesis of the nasal: *ankaj [HAB 1: 
104b]. On this and on Mus anganj, see 2.1.29. With unclear -o/u- instead of the 
second -a-: Larabat anguc, anjug, Samaxi angoj, Juta angoc, etc. Unchanged: 
Van-group akanj [Orbeli 2002: 199; Acaryan 1952: 242; M. Muradyan 1962: 191a], 
Akn agonj, pl. agaz-vi [HAB, ibid.]. The -vi is originally dual (see s.v. cung-k' 
‘knee’). 
eETYM Arm. akanj(-k‘) is originally the dual of unkn ‘ear’ (q.v.), and the j is treated 
as taken from ac‘ ‘eye’ (also a dual), with voicing after nasal [Meillet 1903: 147; 
1936: 84; HAB 1: 104b]; further, see Mariés/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 22. 

Pisani (1950: 167) assumes *ousen-g"n > unkn vs. *ausn-q"-i > akanj, with the 
dual *-r. Others directly posit *-n-ih,, without the velar between *n and *i (see 
Greppin 1983: 264 and Lindeman 1982: 39 for references; cf. also Winter 1986: 
22-23). Note that */;(e)us-n-ih; (cf. e.g. Eichner 1978: 147,,, 151) would yield Arm. 
*(h)aganj. The same holds for *a3ws-nt-ya; [= *h3ws-nt-ih;], reconstructed by 
Witczak (1999: 175). Lindeman (1980; 1982: 39) assumes *awsn-a (cf. Gr. obata < 
*owsn-t-a) > Arm. *aw(h)an-a + -c' from ac‘ ‘eye’ with subsequent voicing after 
nasal. Arriving at *aganj, he, basing himself upon the idea of voiced aspirates in 
Armenian, derives akanj from *aganj" < *ag"anj" through dissimilation of aspirates. 
For other proposals/references, see Jahukyan 1982: 222,0; Rasmussen 1989: 158- 
159, 170-1711; Viredaz 2001-02: 29-30, 30>. 

None of these solutions seems entirely satisfactory, and the form akanj-k' is 
considered to be unclear by many scholars: Jahukyan 1982: 119; Greppin 1983: 264; 


> I wonder if Arm. unj ‘soot’ (q.v.) could be connected with these words, deriving from 
*h,ong"-iV-. 
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Kortlandt 1985b: 10 = 2003: 58. Beekes (2003: 189) notes that the *h;- of *h;us-n- 
(> un-kn ‘ear’) “perhaps lives on in pl. ak-anjk‘, whose further origin is unclear". 

I suggest the following solution: "A;(e/o)us- > PArm. *ag- (cf. s.vv. ayg 
‘morning’ and eg 'female") + suffix -kn (as in akn ‘eye’) + dual *-ih, = *agkanj > 
*ak(k)anj > akanj. 

According to Lap‘anc‘yan (1961: 93; 1975: 352; see also Abaev 1978: 48), Arm. 
akanj has nothing to do with unkn and reflects Zan Zo wan? "ear" from Kartv. 
(unattested) *qwar-, cf. Megr. qu$, etc. He (1975: 352) also assumes that Larabat 
anguc, etc., with -u-, reflects the labial -w- of the Kartvelian form. This is 
unconvincing and was rightly rejected by Acaryan (HAB 1: 104b). The resemblance 
of akanj with some ECauc forms is probably accidental, too (Jahukyan 1987: 611). 


akn (singulative), gen. akan, instr. akam-b (Bible+), loc. y-akin (Yovhan Mandakuni); 
pl. < dual ac-k* (q.v.) ‘eye’ (Bible+); akn, an-stem: GDSg akan, NPI akan-k‘ (also 
akun-k‘), APl akan-s, GDPl akan-c‘, IPI akam-b-k' ‘gem, precious stone, jewel 
(Bible+); akn, an-stem: GDSg akan, AblSg y-akan-e, NPI akun-k', API akun-s, 
ADIPI y-akan-s ‘source, spring’ (Bible+). 

For the paradigm of akn and ac'-k' and a morphological discussion, see 
Hübschmann 1894: 115; Meillet 1913: 56; Godel 1975: 33; Schmitt 1981: 104-107; 
Olsen 1999: 170-171. For a discussion of compounds such as areg-akn ‘sun’ and 
p ayl-akn ‘lightning’, see Meillet 1927a; Mariés/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 
23; Benveniste 1965; Watkins 1974a: 10; Weitenberg apud Beekes 1987: 18-19. For 
an extensive treatment on the morphology and semantics of akn and ac -k' in Middle 
Armenian I refer to Weitenberg 1995: 128-132. 

The compound akn-a-vcit ‘crystal-pure, limpid’ is attested twice in T‘ovmay 
Arcruni [Ananun]: 4.4 and 4.7 (V. M. Vardanyan 1985: 428-!, 450-7: transl. 
Thomson 1985: 340, 353 [here: 4.3 and 4.6]): ast nmanut'ean erkuc‘ aknavcit 
alberc' merjakayic‘ : “like two fountains near each other” (in this translation, 
aknavcit is omitted); atbiwr aknavcit “a spring of crystal-pure water". 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects mostly in the meanings ‘source, fountain-head’, 
“gem, precious stone, jewel’, ‘pit of ground-hearth’, ‘wheel’, etc. [HAB 1: 108-109]. 

The meaning ‘eye’ is rare: Agulis kən, compos. akna- or akna- (in Cna: ask < 
ac -k^), Larabat aka, akna [HAB 1: 108-109; Acarean 1935: 21, 331, 336; Davt‘yan 
1966: 302]; Karéewan akna ‘eye; division, share’ [H. Muradyan 1960: 209a]; in 
Salmast: only in the curse formula ak-d kurna “may your eye become blind” [HAB 
1: 109a]. 

Further data can be taken from derivatives: Xarberd *akn-ik ‘fried eggs 
(unbeaten)’ (see Acarean 1913: 64a) = akn ‘eye’ + diminutive -ik (semantically cf. 
Russ. glazun’ya ‘fried eggs’ from glaz ‘eye’). Note also Zeyt'un *akner (though 
here the eggs are beaten). For atber-akn , GDSg -akan ‘fountain-head, source’ > 
Bulanex A ‘atbarak, h‘atbarakan, etc., see s.v. albewr ‘spring’. 

In all the dialects, except for Larabal, Agulis, etc. (see above), the final -n has 
dropped, but is preserved in derivatives. In some dialect, e.g. Van, Satax, Moks, the 
nasal is seen in oblique cases: GSg akan, AblSg akn-en or akn-ic', NPl akn-er, etc. 
[Aéaryan 1952: 124; M. Muradyan 1962: 102; Orbeli 2002: 199]. For textual 


? Klimov (1998: 246) reconstructs GZ *qur-. 
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illustrations of Moks AblSg akn-en “from the fountain-head” cf. two proverbs in 
Orbeli 2002: 12470" 

In a Gava$ version of the epic “Sasna cter” told by Zardar Ter-Mxit'aryan (SasCr 
1, 1936: 881-882), one finds ak, pl. ak-n-er as a designation of a sacrificial 
implement on which the idols are placed, and with which the neck of the victim was 
cut. The word is identified with ak ‘wheel’ [SasCr 2/2, 1951: 965b]. 
eETYM Derives from the PIE word for ‘eye’, *h;(o)k"-. For the forms and 
references, see s.v. ac‘-k‘ ‘eyes’. The vocalism and the -k- instead of -k- are 
disputed. 

The form ak-n has been explained as *ak‘+ singulative -n (see Winter 1965: 104; 
1986: 20-21; cf. K. Schmidt 1987: 37-38). For a further discussion, see 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 168; Greppin 1983: 265; 1988-89: 478; also Rasmussen 1989: 
170-1716. 

Kortlandt (1985b: 9 = 2003: 57-58) derives akn and ac - from PIE AccSg *oK"-m 
and NDu *ok"-iH, pointing out that “the initial a- is the phonetic reflex of o- in open 
syllables <...> and represents both the o-grade and the zero-grade vocalism of the 
root”, and the expected NSg form was *ok‘”. Beekes (2003: 187) assumes */3k"- 
because akn has no h- (noting that it is another example of a prothetic vowel), but 
does not exclude *h30k"-. He (ibid.) points out that the a- of akn was taken from the 
oblique case, cf. gen. akan. 

On the other hand, the problem of the unaspirated -&- has been explained through 
expressive or hypocoristic gemination seen also in Gr. dxxov ‘eye’ (Grammont 1918: 
239; Maries/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 22-23). This idea is plausible, but in 
Armenian the gemination is more likely caused by the suffix -kn (cf. Jahukyan 1982: 
114, noting also Gr. öxkov ‘eye’). The same suffix is also seen in armukn ‘elbow’, 
mukn ‘mouse’, unkn ‘ear’, etc. (see s.vv.). 

I conclude that Arm. akn is composed as PArm. *ak"- (< *h3k"-) + -kon (cf. Gr. 
Ökkov ‘eye’, Arm. un-kn ‘ear’, etc.) = *ak "kon > *ak(k)n > akn. For the phonological 
development of such geminates, see s.vv. akanj ‘ear’, ak‘alat ‘rooster’. An older 
reflex of "-K"- in this etymon may be seen, according to my etymological 
suggestion, in y-awn-k‘, a-stem, i-stem ‘eyebrows’ (q.v.). 


akn ‘source, spring’ (see s.v. akn ‘eye’). 
eETYM Witczak (1999: 176) compares Arm. akn ‘spring, source’ with Celtic *abon 
‘river’ from IE *ag"on-. This is gratuitous since akn ‘spring’ clearly derives from 
akn ‘eye’ (q.v.). 


akut‘ ‘cookstove’, attested in Vardan Barjrberdc‘i (13-14" cent), Canon Law, and 
Yaysmawurk‘ (AblSg y-akut -&). In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 141"! ^), 
akut‘ renders xaroyk “campfire’. In Canons by Dawit‘ Alawkay ordi (12th cent., 
Ganjak/Kirovabad): Ay! tē i t'ondruk' kam ar akut‘ merj gtani <...> [A. 
Abrahamyan 1952: 5411084], 
eDIAL Aéatyan (HAB 1: 110a) only cites dialect records from Juta, P‘ambak, and 
Samaxi. Metri and Are$ must be added here [Alayan 1954: 260b; Lusenc 1982: 
195b]. The word also seems to be found in dialects of the Van-group: Satax 
h’ängyüt‘ ‘= ojax' and Van angurt' ‘a portable oven made of clay’ (see M. 
Muradyan 1962: 213a and HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 56b, respectively; akut‘ is not 
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mentioned). The Satax form can be derived from *y-angut‘. The same holds true for 
Van, if the actual form has an initial d-; cf. 2.3.1. The forms have an epenthetic -n-; 
Van has also an -r-; both are common in these dialects, cf. M. Muradyan 1962: 64; 
Acafyan 1952: 101. 

I conclude that the word represents an isogloss involving groups 6 and 7, as well 
as the Eastern part of group 2. This seems to be partly confirmed by the geography 
of literary attestations. 
eETYM No etymological attempt has been recorded in HAB. 

Jahukyan (1967: 151) lists akut‘ among words showing no consonant shift, 
linking it with the PIE word for ‘oven’: *Huk”: Olc. ofn, Gr. ixvóc, etc. Greppin 
(1983: 265) presents the entry in square brackets. The etymology is accepted in 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 443b. Here akut‘ is derived from the delabialized (after *-u-) 
variant *Huk-: Lat. aulla ‘pot’, Goth. auhns ‘oven’, Skt. ukhá ‘cooking pot’. 
However, this looks highly improbable, since the formal problems associated 
therewith are insurmountable. For another IE etymology, see Witczak 2003: 84. 
Jahukyan (1987: 472) draws a comparison with Akkad. akukiitu ‘half-burnt wood’, 
considering the resemblance as doubtful or accidental. 

For possible Caucasian parallels, see Nikolayev/Starostin 1994: 522. 


al, i-stem: GDSg at-i, ISg at-i-w (Biblet+) ‘salt’; at-i ‘salty’ (Bible+); late and dial. an- 
al-i ‘not salty’; y-atem ‘to salt’ (Bible+); cf. also at-u ‘sweet’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, 
Book of Chries, etc.), see HAB 1: 115-116. 
eDIAL The forms af ‘salt’ and an-al-i ‘not salty’ are dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 
116b]. 
eETYM Since Petermann and Windischmann, derived from the PIE word for ‘salt’, 
cf. Gr. &Ac, Lat. sal, OCS solb, etc. (see Hübschmann 1897: 414; HAB 1: 116). See 
s.v. alt ‘salt’ for more details. 


alaxin, o-stem, a-stem; note also NPI afaxn-ay-k‘, APl ataxn-ay-s, GDPI adaxn-a(n)c ' 
(on declension, see Meillet 1936c: 73; Jahukyan 1959: 264; 1982: 94-95; Tumanjan 
1978: 294-295) ‘female servant’ (Bible). 
eETYM According to Marr, derived from af, i-stem ‘lock; ring; furniture, 
possessions; group of wayfarers, crowd’ (Bible+), in Samuel Anec‘i (12th cent.): 
‘tribe’, the original meaning of which is considered to be ‘house’. Next to the 
meaning ‘possessions’, in Movses Xorenac'i, aix sometimes seems to refer to coll) 
‘entourage/tribe’, e.g. in 1.12 (1913-1991: 38P^, 40"'). See also s.v. atk‘at ‘poor, 
beggar’. Acaryan (HAB 1: 118b) does not accept Marr's etymology and leaves the 
origin of the word open. 

Meillet (1936c; cf. Mariés/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 24) suggests a 
derivation from alam ‘to grind’, treating the -x- as a suffixal element found also in 
glux ‘head’, q.v.; see s.v. alij ‘virgin, girl’. In view of the otherwise unknown suffix 
-axin, Greppin (1983: 266) considers this problematic and prefers the loan origin. 
Olsen (1999: 470, 770, 776, 836) draws a connection with Lat. a/o 'to nurse, 
nourish’, etc., positing IE *(hj)Ih-k-ih;no- with the complex diminutive suffix (cf. 
Germ. *-ikino- in Germ. Lämmchen, Engl. lambkin, etc.) and interpreting Arm. -x- 
from *-h-k- by means of “preaspiration”. This etymology (see also s.v. alij ‘girl’), in 


atalak 25 


particular the theory of “preaspiration” (on which see Olsen 1999: 773-775), is not 
convincing. 

According to D’jakonov (1971: 84; 1980: 359), aix “agnatisch verwandte 
Familiengruppe" and alaxin are borrowed from Hurr. *all-ahhe ‘household’ / 
‘xo3alickoe’ > allae ‘Herr, Herrin’ or Urart. *alaha > alae ‘Herr, Herrin’ (cf. also 
Chechen «la ‘prince’, etc. [D’jakonov 1980: 103; Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 50]). 
On the other hand, Arm. afaxin has been compared with Akkad. alahhinu(m) 
‘miller’ (see Jahukyan 1987: 472) and Hitt. alhuesra- ‘eine Priesterin bzw. 
Kultfunkzionärin’, etc. [van Windekens 1980: 40], and aix — with Arab. ’ahl ‘family, 
tribe, people" (see Jahukyan 1987: 486). I wonder if the word in question has any 
relationship with Elephantine Aram. /hn ‘servitor’, etc. (on which see Degen apud 
Ullmann 1979: 28ff). 

Jahukyan (1987: 425) considers the etymology of D'jakonov as semantically 
unconvincing. The following forms, however, seem to strengthen the semantic 
correspondence: Hurr. allae-hhina ‘housekeeper’ > Akkad. allah(h)innu also ‘a kind 
of serving girl of the temple personnel’, Aram. ləhentā ‘serving girl, concubine’ 
[D’jakonov 1980: 359; Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 50]. 

If the basic meaning of aix was indeed ‘house, household, possessions, estate’, 
the derivation of ataxin from aix (Marr; cf. also Jahukyan 1967: 121) going back to 
Hurrian and/or Urartian (D'jakonov) is the best solution. For the semantic 
development, cf. OPers. maniya- n. ‘household slave(s) from *mäna- ‘house’: 
OAv. demüna- n. ‘house’, Pahl., NPers. man ‘house’, Parth. m’nyst'n 
‘dwelling-place, monastery’, Skt. mána- m. ‘house, building, dwelling’ (RV+), etc. 
(see Kent 1953: 202b; Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 348). Brandenstein and Mayrhofer 
(1964: 132) note: “Der elam. Kontext bewahrt ein synonymes ap. Wort, *garda-“. 
This word is *garda- ‘Diener, Hausgesinde, oik&tng’ > Bab. gardu, Aram. grd’, in 
Elamitic transliteration kurtas, cf. Y Av. garada- m. ‘house of daevic beings’, Pahl. 
gal [g'1] coll. ‘the gang, the villeins labouring on the estates of the kings, the satraps, 
the magnates, etc.’, Skt. grha- m. ‘house, residence’ (RV+), Goth. gards m. ‘house, 
housekeeping’, Arm. gerd-astan (prob. Iran. loan), etc. [Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 
1964: 120; Nyberg 1974: 80; Olsen 1999: 333, 333309]; on kurtas see also Funk 
1990: 9ff. This brings us to another parallel for the semantic development ‘house, 
household, estate’ > ‘servant’ in Armenian, that is gerd-astan ‘body of servants and 
captives; possessions, estate, landed property’ (cf. gerdast-akan ‘servant, female 
servant’, etc.), q.v. 

I conclude that the IE origin of Arm. a/axin is not probable. 


alalak, a-stem: GDSg alalak-i, ISg atatak-a-w (frequent in the Bible) ‘shouting’; 
atatakem ‘to shout’ (Bible+); dial. *atat-; interjection afe (Bible+). 
eDIAL Zeyt'un atalog [Acaryan 2003: 296]; reshaped: Ararat atat-ank‘ ‘cry, 
lamentation, shout’? [HAB 1: 119a], according to Amatuni (1913: 17b) — ‘curse, 
scold’. The original verbal root *ałał- has been preserved in Axalc‘xa afafel ‘to 
weep, cry, shout’ [HAB 1: 119a]; according to Amatuni (1913: 17-18), ‘to tear, to 
fill eyes with tears’. 
eETYM In view of the onomatopoeic nature of the word, Acaryan (HAB 1: 119a) is 
sceptical about the numerous attempts to connect the Armenian words with Gr. 
Giada (interjection) ‘cry of war’, àAaAaí pl. ‘(war)cries, shouting’, dAalayuos, 
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óAaAayrj ‘shouting’, Skt. alala, etc. However, the onomatopoeic nature of a word 
does not necessarily imply that the word cannot be inherited. Positively: Jahukyan 
1987: 111 (cf. 447, 451). 

As is pointed out by Olsen (1999: 251,19), the complete formation of alatak, 
a-stem ‘shouting’ may theoretically be identical with the cognate Greek noun 
óAaAayrj ‘shouting’. Thus: Arm.-Gr. onomatopoeic *al-al- ‘to shout’, *al-al-ag-eh;- 
‘shouting’. 


alam, aor. atac ‘-, imper. ala ‘to grind’ (Bible+). 

In numerous late attestations, the compound jr-afac ‘ ‘water-mill’ occurs with loss 
of -r-: jalac ', pl. jatac “ani, GDPI jat(a)c -ac'. This form is represented in NHB 2: 
669b as a dialectal form. It is widespread in the dialects (see below). 

See also s.v. atawri. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly as afal. Note also Zeyt‘un and Haéon abl, 
Tigranakert ddl. Larabat and Samaxi have ail. 

There are also forms with -an- and -ac'-: T‘avriz alanal, Agulis alanil, C‘ina 
alánal, Sué‘ava axc ‘el, Rodost‘o axc ‘el. According to Ataryan (HAB 1: 118b), these 
forms arose in order to distinguish the verb for ‘to grind’ from atem ‘to salt’ (cf. 
Agulis dli] [Aéarean 1935: 332], etc.). Then (ibid.), in Larabat, the opposite process 
has taken place: next to áłil ‘to grind’, aem ‘to salt’ has been replaced by the 
compounded verbs atav anil (ISg of at ‘salt’ + ‘to do, make’) and aio tnil ‘to put into 
salt(-water)'. 

The word at-un ‘wheat that is (ready to be) taken to water-mill' (see Acarean 
1913: 80a) is attested in Oskip‘orik. In Larabat, one finds déumna instead, cf. mrjiwn 
‘ant’ > mrjémno [HAB 1: 118b], q.v. 

The r-less form of jr-alac ', namely jatac ', jatac -k' (see above), is widespread in 
the dialects; see Amatuni 1912: 573b; Aéafean 1913: 935. The spread of this form 
and the operation of the Aéaryan’s Law, for example, in Larabat, Hadrut‘, Salax 
célac‘ (see Davt‘yan 1966: 464) and Van, Moks, Satax cáfac `. Cäläc‘ (see Aéatyan 
1952: 290; M. Muradyan 1962: 164^, 204b; Orbeli 2002: 1265, 279), suggest an 
early date. In Goris, the -r- has been metathesized: Catarc‘ (see Margaryan 1975: 
361b). 
eETYM Since 1852 (Ayvazovsk'i; see HAB), connected with Gr. dA&o ‘to grind? 
(probably an athematic present), Mind afa ‘flour’, Av. aša- (< *arta-) ‘ground = 
gemahlen’, NPers. ard ‘flour’, etc. [HAB 1: 118a; Hübschmann 1897: 414; Meillet 
1924: 4-6; Pisani 1950a; Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 108; Cheung 2007: 166]; for Hindi 
ata, etc. see also Scheller 1965, for Pers. as, etc.: Blásing 2000: 35-36. 

Meillet (1924: 5) assumes a present nasal infix (*-/n- > Arm. H and treats aor. 
alac'i as secondary. Klingenschmitt (1982: 93; see also 107, 286) points out that 
alam “kann entweder auf ein n-Infix-Präsens "*Aj-n-2;- zurückgehen [see also 
Klingenschmitt apud Eichner 1978: 15337] oder aus einem athematischen 
Wurzelpräsens *A;alo;-/*hj]h;- entstanden sein". In the latter case, he reconstructs 
*h,lh,-me and *hjh;-te for 1PlPres atam-k‘ and 2PIPres atay-k‘, respectively, and 
for the former alternative he mentions Iran. *arna-: Khot. ärr-, Pashto anal 
*mahlen'. On the problem of *-/n- > Arm. A. see op. cit. 242, as well as Clackson 
1994: 219»; (with references). See also 2.1.22.8. Lindeman (1982: 40) argues against 
the derivation of ała- from *h,J-n-a;-, stating that ała- “may represent a 
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pre-Armenian (secondary) nasal present *alna- (of the type seen in *barjnam > 
barnam) which has ousted an earlier athematic present formation"; see also 
Clackson 1994: 92, 2195. 

With adam : Gr. óAéo ‘to grind’ also belong afawri ‘mill; female grinder (of 
corn)’ : Gr. édetpic ‘woman who grinds corn’ and alewr ‘flour’ : Gr. &Aeopov ‘id.’ 
(see s.vv.). Hamp (1970: 228) points out the remarkable agreement of Armenian and 
Greek in this whole family of formations of aam = dAEw, which recurs only in Indic 
and Iranian. After a thorough analysis, however, Clackson (1994: 90-95) concludes 
that “the Greek and Armenian derivatives from the root *a/- do not appear to 
represent common innovations but common survivals or parallel derivations. <...>. 
The scattered derivatives of this root in Indo-Iranian languages suggest that a 
number of formations from the root *al- were at one time shared by the dialects 
ancestral to Greek, Armenian and Indo-Iranian but were subsequently lost in most 
Indo-Iranian languages". Apart from some details, on which see s.vv. alawri and 
alewr, I basically agree with this view. 


alac'em ‘to supplicate, beseech; to pray’ (Bible+); adawt*, i-stem ‘prayer’ (q.v.). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 121-122]. The apparent nasal infix in 
T‘iflis, Havarik‘, etc. alanc‘- (Greppin 1983: 268) should be regarded as an 
epenthesis before the affricate, see 2.1.29, 2.1.30.1. 

eETYM Related with alawr‘-k‘, the latter being a deverbative noun probably in *-ti- 
(Meillet 1936: 76-77), as well as with ofok‘ ‘supplication’ (q.v.) and Lat. loquor ‘to 
speak, talk, say; to mention’ (see Pedersen 1905: 218-219; 1906: 348, 389-390 = 
1982: 80-81, 126, 167-168). Further see s.vv. alat- ‘lamentation, caress, 
supplication’, afers ‘supplication’, otb ‘lamentation’, otot- ‘lamentation’. 

The connection of atawt -k' with atac‘em is accepted practically by everyone, but 
the external etymology usually remained unspecified or the proposed explanations 
were unconvincing, see also Charpentier 1909: 242; HAB 1: 121, 138a; Mariés / 
Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 24 (with an obscure mention of *-py- > -c'-); 
Bediryan 1966: 217-218; Schmitt 1972-74: 23; Godel 1975: 80 (*-kt-); Greppin 
1983: 267-268; Kortlandt 1983: 13 = 2003: 43, etc. Berbérian (1974) reconstructs 
*al- ‘to pray, supplicate’ for at-ac ‘em, al-awt', and ai-ers, and compares this group 
also to other words such as alamot, atand, atawat, alcat, etc. 

Pokorny (1959: 306) places afawt'-k', olb, otok‘, as well as almuk ‘bustle, 
turmoil, clamour’ under the ‘Schallwurzel’ *el-/*ol-, cf. Gr. óAoAUQo ‘to cry out 
loudly, call, moan’, etc. Jahukyan (1987: 121; 1992: 20) derives aac em and ala-w- 
t'-k' from *olat-ie- and *olat-, respectively, assuming an epenthetic -w-, which is 
untenable. 

Winter (1965: 103-105, 114; see also Polomé 1980: 19; Greppin 1986: 279;) 
derives alawt and alac'- from *plOti- and *plO-ie- (read *plh3-ti- and *plh;-ie-) 
linking it with Lat. ploro ‘to wail, weep’, imploro ‘to invoke, entreat, appeal to; ask 
for (help, protection, favours, etc.)’, which reflects an -s-present *pleh;-s-. 

Klingenschmitt (1970; 1982: 60-61,, 68, 93) derives Gr. ilaokouaı ‘to appease, 
be merciful’ from reduplicated present *si-s/A;-ske/o- and connects it with Arm. 
alac'em < *s[h;-ske/o-. However, this would yield *atac‘-, thus *-sk-ie- is more 
probable, see s.v. *can- ‘to know, be acquainted’ and 2.2.6.1 on canac'em < 
QIE *gnh;-sk-ie-. For the formation of alawrt‘, i-stem, see 2.1.22.12. For the problem 
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of *-/HC- > ala, see Beekes 1988: 78; 2003: 194; Ravnzs 1991: 91, 99; Kortlandt 
1991 = 2003: 96-97. For a thorough discussion, see Clackson 1994: 37, 173-174. 
The root *se/h;- may also be reflected in Lat. solart, -atus ‘to console’, etc.; for 
more cognates and references, see Schrijver 1991: 126; Clackson 1994: 174; 
sceptical: Greppin 1986: 2793, 289. On the whole, the etymology is quite plausible. 
It is accepted in Olsen 1999: 80-81 and Beekes 2003: 194. However, the 
interpretation of Winter is more attractive as far as the semantics 1s concerned. 


alatel ‘to lament bitterly’ (Karapet Sasnec‘i, 12th cent); dial. ałat ‘caress; 
supplication’. 
eDIAL Van aflatil ‘to supplicate’; Zeyt‘un, Hacon afad ‘lamentation’; Ganjak alat 
‘love, caress’, Lazax, Larabal alat-ov, alat-alat ‘bitterly (said of weeping)’, Lazax, 
Larabat, Agulis alat-ov ‘bitterly (said of weeping)’, Larabat afat-ov linel ‘to love 
very much, caress’; Larabat alat-patat ‘supplication’ [Acarean 1913: 73-74; HAB 1: 
122a]. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 1: 122a. 

The word has been connected with alac'em ‘to supplicate’ (q.v.), see Jahukyan 
1967: 303; 1987: 121, 164; Atayan 1974: 17; hesitantly: Greppin 1983: 268. The -at- 
is not explained properly, however. It may be the iterative suffix seen e.g. in xac-at- 
em vs. xacanem ‘to bite, sting’ (q.v.). Note especially some other verbs of the same 
semantic sphere: gang-at- ‘to complain’, if the root is gang- ‘to sound’, and 
especially patat- ‘to entreat, supplicate’. For references on -at, see s.v. hast-at ‘firm, 
steady, solid’. 

It seems most probable that a/at- is a rhyming formation based on a/ac'- and 
patat- (q.v.), cf. the compound a/ac -pafat- in a number of dialects (HAB 4: 14a) 
and especially Larabat afat-patat (see above). Note also oiok" ‘supplication’ vs. 
bolok' ‘complain’ (q.v.). Typologically compare Larabat anec 'k'-pleck' from anec 
*curse' (Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan FW 2003, Goris-Larabal). 

For an uncertain IE etymology, see Witczak 2003: 84-85. 


atawt‘-k‘ (pl. tant.) i-stem: GDPI alawt -i-c', IPI alawt -i-w-k*' (abundant evidence in 
the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 42-44) ‘prayer’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 138a]. Some dialects have -c ‘k‘ alongside 
with the normal variants in ZE: Van aloc‘k, Zeyt'un àájóc'k' [HAB 1: 138a; 
Acafyan 1952: 243; 2003: 296]. In both dialects the development t‘ > c‘ is 
exceptional and unexplained [Acaryan 1952: 59; 2003: 100]. With a further 
development -c 'k' > -sk' : Sivri-Hisar adfosk' (see PtmSivHisHay 1965: 4602). 
eETYM The word is a deverbative noun based on atac‘em ‘to supplicate’ which may 
be derived from QIE *s/A;-sK-ie- or *pIH-sk-ie- or *H(o)l(9)-sk-ie-, see there for an 
etymological discussion. 

Arm. dial. (Van, Zeyt'un, Sivrihisar) *afoc -k' < alöt‘-k‘ has not been explained. 
One may assume a dissimilation -t‘k‘ > *-c'k', or generalization of API adot'-s > 
*atoc '. Alternatively, the -c - might be regarded as an archaic reflex of IE *-sk-form 
(cf. the related verb aac em ‘to implore, supplicate’ from *-sk-ie-). In this respect 
Georgian /oc"va ‘prayer’ calls attention. This word is considered an Armenian loan, 
although Aéaryan (HAB 1: 138) does not accept it. P. Muradyan (1996: 120-121, 
referring to Murvalyan) is more positive. The relation of Armenian and Georgian 
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words becomes more probable in view of Arm. dial. *afoc -. For the absence of the 
initial a- in Georgian cf. Georg. (a)ludi ‘beer’ vs. Arm. awli ‘a strong fermented 
drink, intoxicating beverage’ < QIE *hz(e)lu-t-iiV-. 


alawni, ea-stem: GDSg. alawn-oy (also alawnwoy, e.g. in Genesis 8.9, Zeyt'unyan 
1985: 179), GDPI z-alawni-s, GDPl. alawn-ea-c‘ (abundant in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 37-38) ‘pigeon, dove’. 

The above-mentioned paradigm points to ea-stem. GDSg. alawn-oy is probably 
due to haplology from the expected *alawanawoy. The same paradigm is also 
attested in later periods. For instance, in Book of Chries 5.5 (G. Muradyan 1993: 
119-123; Russ. transl. 2000: 114-118), one finds the following attestations: GDSg 
alawnoy (119'*, 119™4, 1235, API alawnis (1235), GDPI atawneac‘ (122"’). 

For other attestations and derivatives, see NHB 1: 35; Greppin 1978: 127-132. 
eDIAL The dialectal evidence can be grouped as follows: 

(1) Artial (Hung., Pol.) atvenik‘ (< dimin. -ik), pl. atvenik -ner [Aéatyan 1953: 50, 
257], Xarberd atvanig’, Sebastia alvonig, Partizak efvanag, Ala&kert yelvaneg 
(according to Madat'yan 1985: 21, 180, afunig from *atöni-), Moks elvonik 
(according to Orbeli 2002: 296, yelvonik/k *), Satax yelvanek [M. Muradyan 1962: 
42, 191b], Mus elvanik [HAB 1: 123a], Sasun afvnig [Petoyan 1954: 101], Zeyt'un 
alvanà,alvan(n)a, Hacon atväni (Aéatyan 2003: 84, 65, 296), Svedia alvan(n)a, 
atvarna, atvarnag (Ataryan 2003: 381, 397, 431 [on r-epenthesis], 435 [on geminate 
-nn-], 558). Polis afavni-xus, only in religious stories (with Turk. qus ‘bird’; see 
HAB ibid., also Acaryan 1941: 44). 

(2) Agulis afani [Acarean 1935: 83], Van yetunik (probably from *efonik, see 
Aéaryan 1952: 49, 243), Ozim yeluneyk [Aéatyan 1952: 243], Salmast yetunik’, 
Larabat yelsne'g” (see also Davt‘yan 1966: 48, 303), Goris yetunik (from *yelonek < 
alawni-ak, see Margaryan 1975: 68, 312a), Ararat, Juta atunik, T‘iflis atunak [HAB 
1: 123a], Metri aföne [Atayan 1954: 62, 261a], Karéewan and Kak‘avaberd duni [H. 
Muradyan 1960: 45, 188b; 1967: 62, 165a]. 

The initial *e- of some dialectal forms is perhaps due to assimilation: *alönek (< - 
eak). Note e.g. AlaSkert yelvaneg vs. alunig (see above), Ararat alunik vs. yelunek 
[Markosyan 1989: 296b]. 

The word alawni is exceptional in that it has not developed into *a/oni.* It has 
been assumed that afawni was pronounced as *alawani, which is corroborated by 
dial. afvani, etc., whereas the alternant aławni itself is reflected in Agulis, Larabat, 
Van, etc. *afoni (Hübschmann p.c. apud HAB 1: 123; Aéaryan 1935: 83; 2003: 84). 
Similarly, Karst (1901: 28, 8 14 = 2002: 37) posits *alawini in view of Artial 
atvenik‘. Note also the doublets of the river name nowadays called Hagari: Alawnoy 
: Aluan (see Jihanyan 1991: 230). 

H. Muradyan (1982: 176-177), however, argues against this, positing instead a 
development alawni > atavni > alvani. I find it hard to share this view, because the 
monophthongization of aw (documented since the 9" century, see Weitenberg 1996) 
seems to antedate the syncope of the medial -a- (12^ cent. onwards; 10-11" century 


^ A form alöni, mentioned in Olsen 1999: 507-508, 770, 776-777, 831, 836, is not attested in 
literary sources. 
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examples involve only declined forms, see H. Muradyan 1982: 86-87). The 
explanation of Hübschmann and Aéaryan is therefore preferable. 

The reason for the twofold reflection of atawni remains unexplained. I propose to 
posit a productive i-derivation (which is frequent in particular with animal names), 
based on an older n-stem: *alaw-(u)n, gen. *alawVn > *atawi/un-i. The derivation 
from a single proto-paradigm may also explain the co-existence of the doublets 
within the same dialects, e.g. Nor Naxijewan afvenik‘ vs. atunik' [HAB 1: 123a], 
Alaskert yelvaneg vs. alunig (see above). The same contrast is seen between very 
close dialects, e.g. Van yetunik vs. Satax yelvonek. Note that *yelunek (< elönek) 
cannot yield yetvanek, pace M. Muradyan 1962: 42. 

Furthermore, a possible archaic relic of the original i-less form may be found in 
SW margin of the Armenian speaking territories. Beside äfvanek, K'esab also has 
älvun [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 194b]. Theoretically, this form may reflect an older 
*alawun, cf. sotun ‘reptile’ > jutun, although ClArm. -un normally yields K‘esab -ən 
(op. cit. 34). 

Some forms point to an ending -ak rather than -eak or -ik. Beside Partizak etvanag 
and T'iflis atunak (see above), here belongs Ararat Hoktemberyan yelunag 
[Baldasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1973: 304]? This form too may testify to an original i- 
less form *ataw(u)n. 

The cumulative evidence thus points to *afawun, which later developed into 
*alaw(u)n-i. This may further be corroborated by the etymology (see below). 
eETYM Since Bugge (1893: 1-2), connected with Gr. åAwgovúç: AevKovc (Hesychius), 
next to Gr. &4góg m. ‘dull-white leprosy’ (Hes.), Lat. albus ‘white, pale, bright, 
clear’, OHG albiz ‘swan’, etc. (H. Suk‘iasyan 1986: 137) from PIE *h;elb"o- ‘white’ 
(for a discussion of the vocalic problems, see Beekes 1969: 40; Schrijver 1991: 40, 
66; Mallory/Adams 1997: 641b; Olsen 1999: 508). Jahukyan (1982: 74; cf. Pokorny 
1959: 30-31; Jahukyan1967: 9521; Jihanyan 1991: 228, 230) posits older *azab"ni- or 
*alou-ni-. Aéatyan (HAB 1: 123a) does not accept the etymology and leaves the 
origin of the word open. 

This traditional etymology is difficult both formally and semantically (see 
Greppin 1978: 131-132; 1983: 268-269). Klingenschmitt (1982, 6811, 165; see also 
Matzinger 2005: 66) proposes a comparison with Lat. palumbes, -is m. or f. *wood- 
pigeon, ring-dove', palumbus m. ‘id.’ (cf. also P. de Lagarde 1854: 28") and 
reconstructs *p/h>-b"-n-ihz-. Compare also Gr. z&isıa f. ‘wild pigeon’, OPr. poalis 
*dove'. These forms probably derive from PIE *pel- ‘grey’ (see Euler 1985: 95; de 
Vaan 2008: 442), cf. also zodid¢ ‘grey, grey hair’, Arm. ali-k‘ ‘grey hair; waves’ 
(q.v.). 

The same etymology has independently been considered by Witczak (1999: 177), 
who, however, points out that -awni is unexplained and prefers to derive atawni 
from IE *b"alon-iyo- (cf. Lith. balandis ‘dove, pigeon’, Ossetic balon ‘id.’), which 
is improbable. 


7 Technically speaking, also the forms with -ik presuppose *alawn- or *alön- + -ik rather than 
*alawni + -k, because a suffix -k does not synchronically exist. But, of course, -i + -ik cannot 
be ruled out. 
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It has been assumed that the form palumbus cannot have been formed after 
columbus ‘pigeon’, because the old form of the latter was columba (Schrijver 1991: 
375, with ref.). Schrijver (ibid.) adds that Latin palumb- “does not have a clear 
etymology". 

In view of the discussion above (see the dialectal section), one might posit a nasal 
stem paradigm: nom. *p[h;b'-ón- (> PArm. *alawun), gen, *-b"-n-os (> Lat. 
*palumb-, for the metathesis cf. PIE *p"ud"no- > Lat. fundus ‘bottom’, etc., see s.v. 
andund-k' ‘abyss’). We are probably dealing with a Mediterranean word; cf. 
hypothetical *kol(o)mb"-(e)h>-: Lat. columba f. ‘dove, pigeon’ vs. Arm. salamb, a- 
stem ‘francolin’ (q.v.), also a Mediterranean word. 


alawri, ea-stem: GDSg alawrw-oy, GDPI afawr-eac ' ‘mill; female grinder (of corn)’ 
(Bible+) [NHB 1: 48c; Clackson 1994: 92, 219;,]; later: ‘tooth’ (Grigor Narekac‘i 
63.2). For possible evidence for Arm. *afawr ‘mill’, see Clackson 1994: 2193). 

In Jeremiah 52.11: i tun alöreac‘ : eig oikíav uöAwvog. Clackson (1994: 92) points 
out that “the Armenian phrase could denote the house by its occupants". For the 
passages from Ecclesiastes, see Olsen 1999: 443510. 

The meaning ‘tooth’ is found in Grigor Narekac‘i 63.2 (Xa€‘atryan/Lazinyan 
1985: 496°: Russ. transl. 1988: 203; Engl. transl. 2001: 301): Or tas patanekac‘ 
alawris ambosxnelis : “Tot, YTO IOHbIM Aaeıılb 3yObI xyromme” ` “You, who gives the 
chewing teeth to the young". 
eETYM Belongs with afam ‘to grind’ (q.v.); cf. especially Gr. &Aezpíc ‘woman who 
grinds com’. (Hübschmann 1897: 414; HAB 1: 118a; Mariés/Meillet apud 
Minassian 1978-79: 23-24). Usually derived from "*A;(e)Ih;trio- [Hamp 1970: 228; 
Greppin 1983: 269]. As is shown by Greppin (1983c; 1983: 269; 1986: 28827; see 
also Clackson 1994: 92), the frequently cited Gr. dJétpio¢ appears to be a 
ghost-word. As afawri has an a-stem, one may reconstruct *h2(e)lh)-tr-ih> (for a 
discussion, see Olsen 1999: 443-444, espec. 44454), or, perhaps better, 
*h»(e)Ih;-tr-i(H)-eh;-. Normier (1980: 217) posits *hilh;-tr-ih;ah;-, apparently with 
the dual *-ih,-. This is reminiscent of Skt. arani- f. (usually in dual) ‘piece of wood 
used for kindling fire by attrition’ (RV+) [Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 108]. See also s.vv. 
erkan, i- and a-stem ‘mill’ and /ar-k‘, i-stem, o-stem and a-stem ‘reins, tendons’. 

The medial laryngeal followed by a consonant cluster is regularly reflected as -a- 
(see 2.1.20). Arguing against this, Lindeman (1982: 40) directly identifies ała- (in 
alawri) with the verbal stem afa(-y), which is gratuitous. 

It seems that PIE *-J- have yielded -/- rather than -+ in *-Ih,C/R, see s.vv. 
alawun-k*, alewr, yolov. If this is accepted, the apparent counter-example afawri 
may be explained by the influence of the underlying verb alam ‘to grind’ (cf. Olsen 
1999: 443-444, 776). 

Arm. alawri matches Gr. édetpic “woman who grinds corn’ perfectly. However, 
Clackson (1994: 92-93) derives afawri from an instrument noun *afawr with PIE 
*-tr- (cf. arawr ‘plough’, q.v.), as opposed to agent nouns in *-H- (cf. cnaw! 
‘parent’), assuming a semantic development ‘connected with a mill’ > ‘one who 
grinds’. He concludes that the Greek and Armenian forms may be separate 
developments. This seems unnecessary (cf. also the objections by Olsen 1999: 
444511). In my view, both reflect a common proto-form, namely *hy(e)lh-tr-i-, 
which has developed into Armenian *A;h;-tr-i(H)-eh;- (cf. sami-k', sameac *). 
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alb, o-stem: GDSg atb-o-y, ISg aib-o-v (Bible), LocSg y-atb-i (Carontir), note also 
AblSg y-atb-é in Nerses Lambronac‘i, 12th cent. (which is not compatible with o- 
stem) ‘dung, excrement, filth, manure’ (Bible+), coll. adb-i-k* ‘place for garbage’ 
(Ephrem), atbem ‘to defecate’ (Matt'eos Urhayec'i) ‘to fertilize the soil’ 
(Geoponica); see further s.v. atb-ew-k‘ ‘filth, garbage, dung-heap’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meanings ‘dung’, ‘excrement’, ‘garbage’, 
‘manure’ [HAB 1: 125a]. 
eETYM The etymological attempts presented in HAB 1: 124-125 (see also Pokorny 
1959: 305, with at ‘dirt, filth’, q.v.) are unconvincing. 

Schindler (1978) connects ab, o- and i-stems, with Hitt. salpa-, Salpi- c. ‘dung’? 
(on the word see ChicHittDict vol. S, fasc. 1, 2002: 107) reconstructing *sal-b"o- 
adj. ‘dirty’, with the suffix *-b"o- frequently found in color adjectives (cf. Hitt. alpa- 
‘cloud’, Gr. dApög ‘dull-white leprosy’), and *sal-b"-i- subst. ‘dirt, excrement’, 
respectively. He derives the forms from the root *sal- ‘dirty, grey’: OWelsh pl. halou 
‘stercora’, Olr. sal ‘dirt, filth’, OHG salo < *sal-uo- ‘dirty’, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 
879). This etymon is now reconstructed as *so/H- ‘dirt, dirty’, and the Hittite word 
is mentioned as a possible derivative of it [Mallory/Adams 1997: 160a]. See also 
Greppin 1983: 270; 1986: 283; Witczak 1999: 177. Further see s.v. ait ‘dirt, filth’. 

Jahukyan (1979: 23-24; 1987: 146, 190, 592; cf. 1970: 146) earlier suggested the 
same comparison, but he derives the Hittite and Armenian forms from PIE *selpo-: 
Skt. sarpis- n. ‘molten butter, lard’, Germ. Salbe ‘ointment’, etc. This etymology is 
advocated by Olsen 1999: 37. The development *-/p- > Arm. -Zb- (beside the regular 
voicing after after r and nasals) is possible, although the evidence is scanty, cf. heig 
‘lazy’ if from *selk-. 

Compare also jutb ‘roe, spawn’ (q.v.), if composed of *ju- ‘fish’ (see s.v. ju-kn 
‘fish’) and atb ‘excrement, dung’. 


albewr, atbiwr, r-stem: GDSg alber, AblSg y-atber-é, APl atber-s, GDPI atber-c ‘, IPI 
alber-b-k*; in pl. obl. mostly -r-a-: GDPI atber-a-c ‘ (Bible; P‘awstos Buzand 4.15, 
1883-1984: 102-5: Movses Xorenac'i 1.16, 1913-1991: 51'*; Hexaemeron 4 [K. 
Muradyan 1984: 107-"], etc.), IPI atber-a-w-k‘ (Grigoris Argaruni, 7-8" cent.) 
‘fountain, spring’ (Bible). In derivatives, mostly atber-, cf. alber-akn , GDSg(PI) 
-akan(c ‘), ISg(Pl) -akamb(-k ‘), APl -akun-s, etc. *fountain-head, source’ (Bible+). In 
Hexaemeron 4, e.g., one finds atber-akun-k‘ and atber-akan-c ' (K. Muradyan 1984: 
107, lines 3 and 9). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. The following dialects display an initial aspiration: 
Nor Bayazet haxpur, Ozim haxp ‘iur, Moks häxpür (HAB 1: 126a; Ačatyan 1952: 
243; Greppin 1983: 271, cf. 1982/83: 146). To this, Satax häxpür [M. Muradyan 
1962: 191b] should be added. 

In view of Satax, etc. hä-, Van d-, and Alaskert, Mu& A'axb'ur (see HAB 1: 
126a), Weitenberg (1986: 93, 97) reconstructs *y-atbiwr. This may have originated 
from prepositional phrases, such as: in/on/at/to the spring. As we shall see, the word 
does function mainly in such contexts. 

For Moks (the village of Cap‘anc‘), Orbeli (2002: 199) records axpór ‘ponHnk’, 
belonging to the a-declension class: GSg axpr-a, DSg axpra, axprin, etc. [M. 
Muradyan 1982: 143, 148]. Thus, without h-. In the folklore texts recorded by 
Orbeli himself, however, we find attestations only with h-: häxpro” Cambäx woska* 
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p oric'in *paccemama no ;jopore K ponHuky 3010TB1e” [94"°", transl. 163]; ale in 
vär hdxpra® Camp ‘xin *6pocuma ero na Xopore K Pommes" [95"'", transl. 164 (cf. 
1982: 99)]; nä lac tärek” trek? häxpür *momHecure 3TOTO Mauunka, mnooxure 
okono Donna" [98"°, transl. 166]. 

These attestations do not come from the village of Cap‘anc‘. One may therefore 
think that the form without initial h- is found in Cap‘anc‘, and Moks proper has 
h-form instead. On the other hand, all the passages have a locative or allative context 
and can shed light on the process of the use and petrification of the preposition y-. 
Another example: a saying from Moks [Orbeli 2002: 120""!] reads: Mart‘ 
häxpürom Cür xəmə, alek č% k'ar t'ále^ hin: “(When) one drinks water in a 
spring, it is not nice that he throws a stone into it". Clearly, hdxpiiram means ‘in a 
spring’ here. 

ClArm. atber-akn, GDSg atber-akan has been preserved in MuS-Bulanax, as 
repetitively found, for example, in a fairy-tale recorded in the village of Kop‘ in 
1908 [HZHek* 10, 1967: 17-21]: h‘atbarakan, maj/var (‘in/on’) h‘atbarakan, AblSg 
h'albarak-ic'*. Cf. also Mus/Bulansx or Sasun/Botnut var h‘atbri akan “on the 
source of the fountain” [HZHek* 10, 1967: 65-?-?]; Ozim haxb ‘rak [HAB 1: 109a; 
Ačatyan 1952: 242]; Moks (the village of Cap'anc*) axpra-ak/k‘ ‘uctounnx’ [Orbeli 
2002: 199]. 
eETYM Since H. Ebel, connected with Gr. gpéap, -atoç n. ‘an artificial well; spring; 
tank, cistern [HAB 1: 125-126]. Beekes (2003: 191, 206; cf. also 1969: 234) 
reconstructs *b'reh)-ur. The oblique stem of the PIE word must have been *b"run-, 
cf. Goth. brunna, etc. [Schindler 1975a: 8]. The original PArm. paradigm would 
have been, then, as follows: NSg *aibewr (< *b"rewr) and GSg *albun (< *b"run-). 
This paradigm has been replaced by NSg albewr, GSg atber analogically after the 
type of r-stems like oskr ‘bone’ : osker- [Godel 1975: 97], and GSg alber is 
explained from *atbewer by regular loss of intervocalic *-w- before *-r, or by 
contraction -ewe- > -e- (Meillet 1908/09: 355; HAB 4: 628a; Jahukyan 1959: 
172-173; 1982: 31, 92, 22159; Zekiyan 1980: 157; Alabekyan 1981: 104; Godel 
1982a: 12; Clackson 1994: 94; Olsen 1999: 791). Others suggest a secondary 
genitive *b"rewros (Eichner 1978: 153-154), with the development *-ewrV- > Arm. 
-er [Kortlandt 2003: 29-30, 103; Beekes 2003: 165]. For a discussion, see s.v. alewr 
‘flour’ and 2.1.33.1; see also Matzinger 2005: 79-83. 

For dissimilation r...r > [...r, see 2.1.24.2. 


atb-ew-k‘, a-stem: GDPI atbew-a-c‘ (Bible+), LocPl y-atbew-s (Job 2.8) ‘filth, 
garbage, dung-heap’; later atbiws-k‘, GDP1 atbiws-a-c‘ seems to be a blend of 
generalized API forms atbew-s and atbi-s (beside coll. nom. atb-i-k‘), see HAB 1: 
123-124. 

A textual illustration from Job 2.8 (Cox 2006: 58): ew nster yatbews artak'oy 

k‘atak ‘in “and he sat in filth (Gr. xompia ‘dung-heap’) outside the city”. 
eETYM Certainly an old derivative of afb ‘excrement, filth’ (q.v.). For the suffix, see 
Greppin 1975: 92. Olsen (1999: 424) posits a neuter pl-coll. *s/peta, which is 
uncertain. One may assume that this -ew-k‘ is in a way related with coll. -oy-k‘, 
which formally requires an older *-eu-. 
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aleln (GSg atelan) ‘bow; rainbow (Bible+)’; ‘a bow-like instrument used for combing 
and preparing wool and cotton (a card)’ (Geoponica; dial.). For a thorough 
description of the instrument, see Amatuni 1912: 30b. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the meaning ‘bow’; also in the 
compound *net-u-atein ‘arrow and bow’, cf. Akn nedvatel, Van netvanel, Ararat 
netvanet, Tiflis nitvanil, Zeyt‘un nidb‘atet, lamb ‘alel, etc. [HAB 1: 126b; Aéaryan 
2003: 296]. 

Many dialects (Van, Moks, Ozim, AlaSkert, Sebastia, T‘iflis, Axalc‘xa, Agulis 
[HAB 1: 126b], etc.) have *ane# Unlike Goris (hanet, anet, anat, see Margaryan 
1975: 312a), Larabat [Davt‘yan 1966: 304] has forms both with and without the 
final -n, namely hdnetna and (h)ánel. A trace of the final -n can be seen in GSg 
antan in Van and Moks, as well as in Van ananak, Ozim anainak, etc. from *alelnak 
‘rainbow’ (see below). Note also the initial A- in Larabat and Goris. 

Aéaryan (2003: 140) treats the b- of Zeyt‘un nidb ‘atel as epenthetic. In my view, 
we are here dealing with the sound change -dv- > -db- (assimilation of the 
plosiveness), which is also seen in astuac ‘god’ > *as(t)pac > Zeyt'un asb j (vs. 
Haéon asvoj), GSg asuju (see Acartyan 2003: 299) and Moks áspác, GSg äs(c)u, 
ästacu (see Orbeli 2002: 206). 

As to the other Zeyt'un form, namely lamb‘atel, Acatyan (2003: 115, 135) 
considers it strange, pointing out that ləm- is unclear. We might be dealing with 
further development of -db-, involving, this time, dissimilation of the plosiveness: 
-db- > -nb- (> -mb-). The process may have been strengthened by the assimilatory 
influence of the initial nasal n-; in other words, we are dealing with a case belonging 
with 2.1.25. Thus: *nedv- > *nidb- > *ninb- > *nimb- > *limb-. The last step 
involves nasal dissimilation (cf. nmanim ‘to resemble’ > Nor-Naxijewan, Aslanbek, 
Polis, Sebastia, Xarberd, Tigranakert, Marala, Alaskert, HamSen, etc. *(a)/manil 
[HAB 3: 459b]), and/or the alternation n-/l-, cf. napastak : dial. *(a)lapastrak ‘hare’, 
nuik/nuic ` dial. *luic ‘a plant’, etc. 

This scenario may have been supported/triggered by a contamination with /put 
‘wool carder’ (in the dialects of Ozim, Mus, Bulanox, AlaSkert, see HAB 2: 306a). A 
theoretically possible form in Cilicia/Syria would be */ambud, with nasal epenthesis, 
cf. hapalas ‘bilberry’ (from Arab. habb-al-as) > Svedia hambälus (see 2.1.30.1). 

The meaning "a bow-like instrument used for combing and preparing wool and 
cotton’ is present in Van, Lori (see Aéafean 1913: 97a), Mus, Širak, etc. *anet (see 
Amatuni 1912: 30b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 58a), Rodost'o anefnag [HAB 1: 
126b], as well as Zeyt‘un ate? (see Aéafyan 2003: 296). Orbeli (2002: 202) describes 
this implement as follows: “opyıme B Bu7te JIyKa MIA rperiauus WepcTHu”. 

Since the craft of combing and processing of wool was most developed and 
famous in the area of the Van-group-speaking dialects (especially Ozim and Moks), 
and carders and felt-makers used to travel throughout Armenia, the Caucasus and 
even farther (see Orbeli 2002: 19-21, 23), one may wonder if, for example, in Lori 
and Sirak, the semantic shift under discussion was motivated by the spread of the 
Moks, Van, etc. designation of the instrument, namely ane? (GSg antan, see Orbeli 
2002: 202). In this respect, a fairy-tale “in the dialect of Lazax”,° recorded in 1894 


$ Both geographically and dialectally, Lazax is between Lori and Larabat. 
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(see HZHek* 6, 1973: 318-329), is particularly interesting. There lived a wool-carder 
(pürt‘ kyzof) in the village of Van, who had to leave his city for four years, in search 
of a living. His instrument is called first net u ale? (31975), then pürt‘ kyzelu anet 
(316^). For the question of interdialectal borrowings, see 1.5. 

With the suffix -ak, *alein-ak ‘rainbow’: Agulis ətiyókon (Aéatean 1935: 121, 
332, assuming *atelnak > *atelakn), Alaskert anelnag, Ozim anatnak, cf. Axalc‘xa 
aleinavor (as well as Rodost‘o aneínag, referring to the above-mentioned 
implement), see HAB 1: 126b. Interesting is Van ananak (not anank, as is 
misprinted in HAB 1: 126b; see HAB-Add 1982: 6; Aéafyan 1952: 243) from 
*ane(l)nak. The dialectal form ananak is recorded already in NHB 1: 1015b, 
correctly deriving it from *atein-ak. Note also anana in a riddle from an unspecified 
area (see S. Harut'yunyan 1965: 15-16"?^. See also s.v. ciacan ‘rainbow’. 

The form *anel(n)-(ak) < atein-ak is due to dissimilation (see Acarean 1935: 121) 
or, perhaps better, to both assimilation and dissimilation: ł-ł-n > n-I-n; cf. 2.1.25. 
eETYM Usually connected with the group of on ‘spine, etc.’ (q.v.), see Lidén 1906: 
128 (with references); HAB 1: 126b (sceptical, although without comments); 
Pokorny 1959: 308; Jahukyan 1987: 122. The details are not clear, however, so one 
should join Aéatyan (HAB 1: 126b), Greppin (1983: 271; 1986: 284) and Olsen 
(1999: 409-410) in considering the etymology uncertain. Jahukyan (1987: 122) 
reconstructs *alel- with a question mark. In view of the internal laryngeal (see s.v. 
oln), the anlaut can only be explained if one assumes *AHl-el-. If my tentative 
etymology of wiel with o-stem ‘brain; marrow’ (q.v.), which also contains -ef-, is 
accepted, the connection of ał-eł-n with otn, ul-et, etc., may become more probable. 

Given the semantic fluctuation in, for example, Gr. fióg m. ‘bow’ and 
‘bowstring’, one may wonder if alein ‘bow’ derives from ati(-k‘) ‘intestine; string of 
musical instruments’. 


alers, i-stem, o-stem (late evidence) ‘supplication’ (Bible+), atersem ‘to supplicate’ 
(Bible+), aters-an-k‘, pl. tant. a-stem: GDPI afers-an-a-c‘ ‘supplication’ (John 
Chrysostom, etc.). 
eDIAL Mus afarsal ‘to supplicate’, atarsank‘ ‘supplication’ [HAB 1: 127a]. 
eETYM Usually connected with al ag -em ‘to supplicate’, q.v. (see Bugge 1889: 36; 
cf. Olsen 1999: 96). Also Berbérian 1974 derives alters from *ał- ‘to pray, 
supplicate’ (cf. Clackson 1994: 174). The second component is identified with an 
independently unattested PArm. *hers from PIE *perk-: Lith. pirsti, persi ‘to ask 
for a girl's hand in marriage’, Lat. precor ‘to pray to, beseech, entreat’, etc. (see 
Mariés/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 24); for the etymon, see s.vv. boren ‘bride, 
daughter-in-law’, harc‘anem ‘to ask, inquire’. This interpretation is possible but 
uncertain. Pedersen (1906: 389-390 = 1982: 167-168) assumes *prek-ri- > alers, but 
such a proto-form would rather yield *erewr. 


alij : Timothy Aelurus (ef cent), Knik‘ hawatoy- “Seal of Faith” (7^ cent., see 
Acafean 1908-09a, 1: 367b); atic (a-stem, cf. GDPI afic-ac' in Anania Narkac‘1, 10^ 
cent.): Eusebius of Caesarea, Anania Narekac‘i; afjik, an-stem (GDSg aldjkan, ISg 
aljkaw or atjkamb, NPI atjkunk‘, GDPI atjkanc‘, etc.): Bible*; MidArm. atjkin 
‘virgin, girl’; in Eusebius of Caesaria: alic ‘prostitute’ (see HAB 1: 129b for 
semantic parallels). 
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eDIAL The form afjik is ubiquitous in the dialects. Zeyt'un axj‘gin, asgi/en, gen. 
asganan, Hacon ac'gin, Xarberd ac‘xin (see HAB 1: 130a; Ataryan 2003: 296), 
Kesaria ac Ton, gen. ac Taonan (Ant'osyan 1961: 181) continue MidArm. aljkin. For a 
textual illustration of the Zeyt'un (= Ulnia) form, see X. K‘. 1899: 18a". 

In Mus, Aéatyan (HAB 1: 130a) records a vocative form axj -i. In fact, this form 
is also present in many other dialects and is widely used in the territory of Armenia 
proper. 
eETYM Numerous etymologies have been proposed (see HAB 1: 129-130 and 
Greppin 1983: 273; Ivanov 1974: 106), none of which is unproblematic. The 
comparison with Olr. inalit ‘Dienerin’ from *eni-(h)altih; (the root of Lat. alo ‘to 
nurse, nourish’, etc.), as suggested by Olsen, is equally unconvincing (1999: 448). 
The derivation from atam ‘to grind’ (see Meillet 1936c: 73-74 = 1978: 227-228) is 
possible, since the labour of grinding was mainly performed by women (see e.g. 
T'emuréyan 1970: 88a); cf. also Gr. alerpis, -ióoc f. ‘female slave who grinds corn’, 
from éw ‘to grind’, a cognate of Arm. alam. As pointed out by Greppin (1983: 
273), the final -ij is unexplained. Hambarjumyan (1998: 29-33) advocates Meillet's 
etymology and identifies the suffix with -ič seen in kaw ` kaw-ic, lu : lu-ic, etc. I 
suggest to start with *afj- < *hj-i(e)h;-. In this case, the form alij would be 
secondary. The connection with afaxin ‘female servant’ is improbable (see s.v.). 

Likewise unconvincing is the derivation from *K"Ji-, cf. Toch. A k,li, B klive 
*woman', Modern Irish caile “country woman, girl’, etc. (see Viredaz 2001-02: 34- 
35 for references and discussion); first, the etymology of these words is uncertain 
(the Tocharian probably derives from the PIE word for *woman', see Adams 1999: 
224-225), and second, I expect Arm. *k ‘aij or *k'yl from QIE *k"li-. 

Jahukyan (1963a: 87-88; 1987: 145) derives *ał- from *pa-lo- (cf. ul ‘kid’) and 
for -j- compares erinj ‘heifer’ (q.v.) and oroj ‘lamb’. This is perhaps the most 
probable etymology. For the -j- see above. 

According to Witczak (1999: 177-178), the primitive form *afji may be related to 
two other Palaeo-Balkan words denoting ‘young girl’, namely Maced. áxpeío and 
Phryg. (Hesychius) dxpiotic. He reconstructs *akreya f. ‘young girl’ and represents 
the Armenian development (which he characterizes as “quite regular") as follows: IE 
*akréyà > *arKéyà (metathesis) > *aRGiya (lenition) > Soit (palatalization) > alij. 
Consequently, he derives afjikn from *akr(e)i-gon-. 

This scenario is improbable. IE -Ar- is not subject to metathesis. Besides, Arm. 7 
instead of r is not explained. The expected form should be *awre- or *awri-, so one 
might rather think of Arm. awri-ord ‘virgin, young girl’, q.v. 

Conclusion: PArm. *alj- ‘girl’ is an old feminine, which probably derives from 
*hj-i(e)h;- (or *pIH-i(e)h>-) and basically means ‘female grinder’ (or ‘young 
female’). The form alij is secondary. 


ali(-k*), ea-stem: GDSg afw-o-y in Sirach, Gregory of Nyssa, ali-o-y in Grigor 
Magistros, ISg ałe-a-w in Severian of Gabala, GDPI afe-a-c‘ in Grigor Narekac‘i 
26.3 (Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 346.95) ‘intestine’ (Bible*, mostly in plural) 
‘string of musical instruments’ (ISg ale-a-w in Severian of Gabala; in compounds: 
Bible, Agat'angelos, etc.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, as a frozen plural: *afi-k' ‘intestine’; in Agulis, 
Larabat and Goris, with a nasal epenthesis: *alink‘. Acaryan (HAB 1: 1292) records 
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no dialectal forms reflecting the “pure” singular (i.e. & -less) afi, apart from Sebastia 
plural ate-stan. Nevertheless, one finds Ararat sambati ‘a string of hair, or a thin 
leather for tying the yoke pins' [Markosyan 1989: 354b], which may be interpreted 
as *sam(i)-ali “string/tie for the yoke pin (sami)", with an epenthetic -b- after -m-, as 
is clearly seen also in Larabat sambétan. 

On Agulis g’aratink® and Larabat kirdte’nk® ‘rectum’ see HAB s.v. ger ‘fat’. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 1: 129a. Jahukyan (1967: 269) hesitantly 
connects with olor-k‘ ‘twist, circle’. This is uncertain. A better suggestion can be 
found in his 1987 book (p. 296), where Jahukyan, with reservation, treats afi-k‘ as 
borrowed from Finno-Ugric *soliia, cf. Finnish suoli, Mari Solo ‘intestine’. 

I alternatively suggest a comparison with Slav. *jelito ‘Weichen, Darm, Hoden’, 
cf. Pol. jelito ‘Darm’, dial. ‘Wurst’, Pl. ‘Eingeweide’, Cakavian (a SCr. dialect) olito 
‘intestine’, etc. The Slavic points to *jelito or *h elito- (R. Derksen, p.c.). The 
Armenian form can be derived from *holiteh;- (or *ioliteh>-). 


*alc- ‘filth’: atc-a-pitc ‘filthy, abominable’ (a compound with piłce ‘id.’), attested in 
Movsés Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 2.32, 7/10th cent. (V. Arak'elyan 1983: 212L17), 
Yovhannés Öjnec‘i (8th cent.), etc., atcaptc-utiwn ‘uncleanliness’ (Book of Chries); 
atcem ‘to defile’ (Canon Law), see HAB 1: 132a. 
eETYM See s.v. ait ‘dirt, filth’. For -c vs. -t cf. the above-mentioned pic ‘filthy, 
abominable’ vs. pit-or ‘id.’ [HAB 4: 81-82, 91]. 


*alc- ‘salt’ in atc-eal ‘salted’ in Eusebius of Caesarea. 
eETYM Belongs with ait ‘salt’ (q.v.), see Hübschmann 1897: 414; HAB 1: 132a. 


atkatk, a-stem: GDPI atkatk-a-c‘ (Grigor Astuacaban, Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘indigent, 
poor, miserable’ (Grigor Astuacaban, John Chrysostom, Xosrov Anjewac‘i, etc.); 
atkatk-ut 'iwn in Philo, etc. 
eETYM Connected with Lith. elgetduti ‘to beg’, OHG ilgi ‘famine’, Gr. yog n. 
‘pain, grief’, etc. [Lidén 1906: 99-100; HAB 1: 132b; Jahukyan 1987: 122]. For the 
problems, see Beekes 2003: 188. According to Tumanjan (1978: 204), related to 
atk ‘at ‘pauper, beggar’ (q.v.); see also Greppin 1983: 271, 274. Uncertain. 

The connection with Lat. a/geo ‘to be cold, feel chilly, endure cold’ (see HAB 1: 

132b) is considered not impossible [Maries/Meillet apud Minassian 1978-79: 24]. 


*alj- ‘darkness, fog, twilight’: atj-ut'iwn-k* ‘darkness’, only in Grigor Narekac‘i 6.4 
(beg. of the 11” cent.), in an enumeration, followed by amprop-k‘ ‘thunder’ 
[Xa¢‘atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 269'**); translated as ‘sarmenne’ [Darbinjan- 
Melikjan/Xanlarjan 1988: 47] and ‘eclipse’ [Khachatoorian 2001: 37]; atj-atj ‘fog’ 
(AblSg y-atjatj-e in Gregory of Nyssa; according to HAB, GDSg -i), ‘dark, badly 
organized (church)? (Smbat Sparapet, 13" cent, Cilicia); af-a-mufj, i-stem or 
a-stem: GDSg aljamtj-i (Bible, Anania Sirakac‘i), ISg aljamlj-i-w (Yovhan 
Mandakuni [2003: 1161a''*], Philo, Ephrem, Sargis Snorhali), al/jamij-a-w (Grigor 
Astuacaban Nazianzac'i, Sargis Snorhali Vardapet); also some derivatives, e.g. 
aljamij-in ‘dark’ in Yovhan Mandakuni [2003: 1165a.?]: tartarosk‘n aljamtjink‘ li 
xawaraw. For -in cf. mt -in from mut (n) ‘dark’ (Bible+). 

In Joshua 2.5: and atjamutjs arawotin : év tQ oxoreı. In Job 10.22: yerkir 
aljamljin yawitenakan ` eig yfjv okótovç aiwviov. In 2 Peter 2.17: oroc‘ aljamuljk' 
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xawari(n) yawitean paheal kan ` oig 6 ¢ópoç Tod okótovç Zero ` “for them the 
nether gloom of darkness has been reserved”. As we can see, in the Biblical 
passages, atjamulj mostly corresponds to Gr. oxorog “darkness, gloom (of death, the 
netherworld, etc.)’, and once (as also in Philo) to ¢ógoç ‘nether darkness; gloom, 
darkness; the West’. 

The word (aljamulj, var. aljamtjak) also appears in Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.) as 
the name of the second nocturnal hour between xawarakan and mt 'ac ‘eal (see A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 113; Atayan 1986: 80-81). 
eDIAL Aéatyan (HAB 1: 135b, 335-336) does not record any dialectal forms of 
Soit In 2.1.33.2, I argue that afjamufj has been preserved in Larabat Zamaz-en-k‘. It 
can also be found in some Western dialects: Mus, Xian, C‘enkiler *asmus ‘twilight’ 
[Aéafean 1913: 115b], Sasun asmus (glossed by afjamulj) and verbal asmsil 
[Petoyan 1954: 103; 1965: 443]. This word is reminiscent of aljamutj ‘darkness, 
twilight and msus ‘fog’ (see s.vv. msus ‘fog’ and *muz ‘fog’). According to 
Acafyan (HAB 1: 330b), Mus, etc. asmus ‘twilight’ belongs with arsalurs-k' (q.v.). 
eETYM Meillet (1898: 279) treats aljamulj as a combination of two types of 
reduplication, namely u- (cf. spar-spur “entierement’, etc.) and m- (cf. arh-a-m-arh, 
xarn-a-m-arn, etc.) reduplications, seen also in  *helj-a-m-ulj ‘drowning, 
suffocation', on which see s.v. heljamlj-uk. The example of hawrut and mawrut is 
wrong; these are Iranian loans (see HAB 3: 139-140). Meillet (ibid.) connects the 
root Soit, found also in alj-al/, with Gr. àyAUc, -voc f. ‘mist; darkness’ and OPr. aglo 
n. (u-stem) 'rain'. Discussing the palatalization of the gutturals, he (1900: 392) 
posits *alghi-. See also Tumanjan 1978: 88. 

Petersson (1920: 124-127) explains the structure of aljamulj in the same way, but 
reconstructs *a(T)gh-lu- for Armenian and the cognate forms, connecting the word 
with Lat. algeö ‘to be cold, fill chilly, endure cold’, etc. 

Acafyan (HAB 1: 335-336) rejects the etymology on the following grounds: (1) 
arjn ‘black’ and *ait- ‘dark’ are not taken into account, and their relationship is not 
clarified; (2) ze > Arm. j is uncertain; (3) the connection between Gr. dyAóc and 
OPr. aglo “is not firmly accepted". These arguments are not strong, however. Arm. 
arjn ‘black’ (q.v.) and probably *a#t- ‘dark’ are hardly related to *aéj- [Jahukyan 
1967: 17155; 1982: 21669]. Further, Meillet's etymology is nowadays accepted by 
most of the scholars: Pokorny 1959: 8; Frisk 1: 201-202; Jahukyan 1982: 58; 1987: 
111 (for his view on the second component of the compound, see below); Kortlandt 
1976: 94 = 2003: 4. See also Saradzeva 1991: 171, 1714. Others consider the 
connection of the Armenian word with OPr. aglo and Gr. &y4óg to be either 
conjectural [Toporov, PrJaz [1], A-D, 1975: 58-59] or difficult (Beekes/Adams apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 477a; cf. Beekes 1977: 258). A connection with Norw. gluma 
*dunkel werden', etc. has been assumed (Crepajac 1967: 196, without Armenian). 

Pedersen (1906: 367 = 1982: 145), too, treats aljamut/ as m-reduplication, 
comparable to arhamarhem ‘verachte’. These examples are usually compared with 
sar-sur “Zittern, Beben’ [this example, in my view, is unclear], spar-spur ‘ganz und 
gar’, alx-a-m-alx ‘Kramwaren, Tródelwaren', arh-a-m-arh-em ‘verachten’, etc. 
[Karst 1930: 109; Leroy 1986: 71-72]. Next to afj-a-m-ulj, Pedersen and Karst also 
cite atj-a-m-atj. I was not able to locate this form. If it really exists, one may link it 
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directly to Larabat "*Zamaz-ayn-k' (see above). Otherwise, *Zamuz-ayn-k‘ > 
*zamazayn-, and the by-form *Zamaz- is secondary. 

Jahukyan (1967: 303) regards attamutt vs. aljamulj as a case of alternation t : J, 
giving no other examples and mentioning also arjn "black", although in 17155 and in 
later works he rightly rejects the connection with arjn. Jahukyan usually cites arjn as 
meaning ‘black’ and ‘dark’. In fact, arjn basically means "black" and scarcely means 
*dark? in the atmospheric sense; the only exception that can be found in NHB (1: 
375a) is the compound arjn-a-bolor referring to the night in *Carontir". While 
accepting Meillet’s etymology of *a#j-, Jahukyan treats *mudj and *mult as 
independent roots and connects them with Arm. *moyg ‘dark’, Russ. smuglyj, etc. 
(1967: 171; 1982: 58; see also H. Suk'iasyan 1986: 204 [see s.v. *muz]), and later 
(Jahukyan 1987: 138), although with reservation, with Arm. meic ‘soot’ (q.v.). 
Greppin (1983: 272-273) considers Meillet's explanation of alj-a-m-ulj as less likely 
and derives *amulj from PArm. *omulgh-: Gr. óucyAg ‘fog’; Lith. migla ‘fog’. This 
seems impossible in view of the vocalism. One might rather think of Gr. duoAyos m. 
‘darkness’. 

The etymology of Meillet is very plausible. The metathesis of eg is regular, 
but -j- requires *g"i-, We have, thus, to assume either a by-form *h;eg"-i-, or a 
confusion with the paradigm NSg *-o(i), obl. *-i- (since both *u and *o yield Arm. 
u), see 2.2.2.4. Most probably, we are dealing with a frozen locative in *-i, cf. the 
ingenious explanation of ayg ‘morning’ from locative *h,(e)us(s)i, suggested by 
Clackson (1994: 22398); see s.v. Another possible example of a frozen locative is 
anurj-k‘ ‘dream’ (q.v.). The meaning ‘twilight, darkness’ is frequently used in 
locative/adverbial meaning: “at dawn, at twilight", cf. e.g. and atjamutjs arawotin : 
év tæ oxotet (Joshua 2.5), as well as dial. *"Zamaz-ayn-k'-in and axtamxt-in ‘at 
twilight’ (see s.v. altamult ‘darkness, twilight’). Thus: loc. *hx(e)g"l-i > PArm. 
*agl-i > *alg-i (regular metathesis) > *alj-i. 

The absence of an initial h- may be due to time constructions with z- and y-, and 
the generalization of the zero grade of the oblique stem; see also s.v. ayg. 


alt, o-stem: GDSg alt-o-y (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, John Chrysostom), AblSg y-ait-o-y, ISg 
alt-o-v (Bible+), GDPI aft-o-c‘ (Grigor Narekac‘i), AbIPI y-at-o-c' (Hesychius of 
Jerusalem); i-stem: ISg a/t-i-w (Paterica), GDPI att-i-c‘ (Anania Sirakac‘i) ‘dirt, 
filth, uncleanliness (also of soul)’ (Bible+), ‘skin enclosing the foetus, afterbirth’ 
(Deuteronomy 28.57, Cox 1981: 188-189, rendering Gr. yópiov); att-et-i ‘dirty, 
filthy, foul’ (Bible+). 

ISg ait-o-v and AblSg y-alt-o-y are attested in Job 9.31 and 14.4 respectively: 
Sastkac ‘eal altov nerker zis : ixav@c Ev oo ue &Bawac “you have dyed me 
thoroughly with filth”; Jet ard ov ic'e surb yattoy ` tig yàp kadapog gota ano púnrov 
“Now, who can be free of filth?” [Cox 2006: 97, 118]. Arm. aft renders Gr. pozoc 
‘filth, uncleanliness’. 

For the formation of att-eli see Greppin 1975: 81; Jahukyan 1987: 250; 1998: 23; 
Olsen 1999: 409. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 136a]. 
eETYM Since Bugge 1889: 35, compared with Arm. e/altiwr ‘marsh-meadow, 
swamp’, Gr. ápóa f. ‘dirt’, &póaAog ‘dirty’. Acaryan (1937a; HAB 1: 136a; cf. 
Hübschmann 1897: 415) accepts the connection of aft with the Greek word and 
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introduces also afc- ‘id’ (q.v.) with the alternation ¢ vs. c seen also in meic/j ‘soot’ 
derived by him from *smerd- ‘to stink’. He (HAB 2: 24-25) leaves the origin of 
e/altiwr open. This etymology of ait, although advocated by C. Arutjunjan (1983: 
262-263), is formally difficult (Clackson 1994: 103). 

On the other hand, Arm. ait and e/altiwr are linked with Olc. üldna ‘to mould’, 
OHG oltar *Schmutzkrume', Lat. alga ‘sea-weed; rubbish’, etc., Petersson 1916: 
250-252; Pokorny 1959: 305; Solta 1960: 279f; Jahukyan 1987: 121, 164; cf. 
Schrijver 1991: 70. This comparison is possible if one posits a QIE *H/-d- for 
Armenian oft shared with Germanic. 

Another possibility is to derive ait from *sal- ‘dirty, grey’ (cf. Jahukyan 1987: 
164): Olr. sal ‘dirt, filth’, OHG salo < *sal-uo- ‘dirty’, etc. (for a discussion of 
cognate forms, see Schrijver 1991: 212-213). Further see s.v. atb ‘excrement, dung’. 
It is possible that this Armenian word for ‘dirt’ and att ‘salt’ flow together, cf. OPr. 
saltan n. ‘grease, fat’, etc. (see Witczak 1999: 179-180; Olsen 1999: 182; cf. 
Greppin 1983: 273-274, presenting alt ‘dirt’ and ait ‘salt’ in one entry). Note that 
both words have variants with affricate -c instead of -t. For the dental determinative 
cf. also Arm. cirt ‘dung’, dial. c 7-t'- vs. c ‘er ‘liquid excrement, dung’ (see Amatuni 
1912: 645; Aéarean 1913: 1058ab), etc. 

For the structure of e/altiwr and other etymological suggestions, see Hübschmann 
1897: 415; HAB 2: 24-25; Mann 1963: 144; Eichner 1978: 152-153; Greppin 1983: 
274; Jahukyan 1987: 121, 164, 310, 374; Clackson 1994: 93, 2203; Beekes apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 539b; Olsen 1999: 154-156; Witczak 1999: 179. 


alt, i-stem: GDPI aft-i-c‘ (Bible), u-stem: GDPI at-u-c' (inscription 1235 AD) ‘salt’ 
(Bible+), ‘salt-mine’ (zatts Kotbay ‘the salt-mines of Kolb' in Yovhannes 
Drasxanakertc‘i, 9-10th cent.); aft-aft (Hexaemeron, Book of Chries, etc.), att-att-in 
(Bible+) ‘salty, salted’; aft-aft-uk ‘salty, salted; saltland’ (Bible+, e.g. API z-attattuk- 
s = Gr. d/uvpida in Job 39.6, Cox 2006: 250); see also s.v. *afc- ‘salt’. 

In Genesis 14.3 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 203): Amenek'ean sok'a gumarec on i jorn 
ali, or é cov attic‘ : navres obto1 ovvepdvyoay émi Tv papayya tův GdoKHY (adag ń 
Uddacca tv Giel, 

According to the long recension of the 7" century Armenian Geography, 
Asxarhac‘oyc‘ [Soukry 1881: 30^], the province of Barjr Hayk‘ ‘Upper Armenia’ 
uni ew jermuks ew alts ew zamenayn parartut 'iwns erkri “also has hot springs and 
salt deposits and all the abundance of the earth" (transl. Hewsen 1992: 59). Some 
manuscripts of the short recension, too, have the variant with -t-: API aft-s or NPI 
alt-k‘ [MovsXorenMaten 1865: 607'5, 607,], while others have at-s [A.G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 349'^]. Also the version of T‘ovmas Kilikec‘i (14* cent.) has 
reading variants a/t-s and ał-s [Anasyan 1967: 281.5]. As has been pointed out by 
Eremyan (1963: 91b), these salt deposits should be located in the district of 
Mananah, on the left side of the River Mananali, nowadays T'uzlu-c'ay (‘Salty 
River), where the pre-revolutionary Russian map “of 10 verst? indicates 
*co[snprii] aas[oz]'. 

For the Biblical attestations of aft-alt-uk see also Olsen 1999: 5877555 for the 
structure of the word, see Olsen 1999: 587. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann 1897: 414, Arm. alt and af are derived from the PIE 
word for ‘salt’ and reflect nom. *säl-d and gen. *sal-n-es, respectively. The form 
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with -t < *-d- is directly comparable with Goth. salt n., OEngl. salt, OHG salz ‘salt’; 
zero-grade forms: Norw. sylt, OEngl. sultia, OHG sulza ‘salty water, brine’, Germ. 
Sülze, etc. (see also HAB 1: 136b; Meillet 1936: 38; Mariès/Meillet apud Minassian 
1978-79: 23; on PIE, see Lehmann 1986: 294b with ref. ; cf. Beekes 1987c: 50-51). 
Probably Lat. sallö, salsus ‘to salt’ belongs here, too (Pokorny 1959: 878; Lehmann 
1986: 294b). The Germanic (OHG salzan, etc.) and Latin verbs may reflect *seh;l-d- 
or *sh;el-d-; for the Latin verb zero grade is possible, too (see Schrijver 1991: 114). 
For *sald-tos see Szemerenyi 1996: 279. 

The PIE word for ‘salt’ has been reconstructed by Kortlandt and others as a HD /- 
stem: nom. *seh>-I-s > Gr. As, Lat. sal, Lith. sólymas ‘brine’, etc.; acc. *sh;-él-m > 
Gr. éi-o Lat. sal-em, cf. OCS solo; gen. *sh;-l-ós > Gr. 640g, Lat. sal-is, etc., for a 
discussion and references, see Schrijver 1991: 98, 130, 111, 113-114; Beekes 1995: 
177; Derksen 1996: 23-24, 144; Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 498. 

Meillet (1936: 43, 47) reconstructs Arm. nom. a? with a regular final -7 vs. gen. 
*al-i, which has been replaced by analogical a#i. Note dial. an-ali ‘not salty’. For 
nom. *sal-s > at and a discussion, see Greppin 1986: 283-285, 288; Ravnes 1991: 
92; Olsen 1999: 86-87. 

Klingenschmitt (1982: 149) interprets *alc- as reflecting an original *-ie/o- 
present. However, a QIE *s/d-ie- would rather yield Arm. *ałče- (see 2.1.22.1). One 
might posit an analogical nominative *afc < *sld-s, compare anic ‘nit, louse egg’ 
from *(s)k(o)nid-s, cf. Gr. kovíg < *xovió-c, gen. -idog (see s.v.). For a discussion of 
the problem, see also Greppin 1993; 1994; Kortlandt 1994-2003: 104-106. 

It is remarkable that Arm. Jess form, viz. af, is only found in the singular, 
whereas oft (mostly API ai/t-s and GDPI ait-i-c‘) is limited to the plural. It is 
therefore tempting to reconstruct PArm. nom.sg. *sal-s vs. pl. *sal-d-. The element 
*-d- seen in Armenian and Germanic may be interpreted then as a determinative 
with a collective or similar function; note Arm. pl-coll. -ti, and the suffix -ut 
*abounding in’. Alternatively: PArm. nom. *sal-d-s vs. obl. *sal-d-i- > nom. *alc 
beside a? (the latter from *sal-s or *salds, with loss of the cluster in absolute auslaut) 
vs. obl. *aft-i-. This can explain why the Biblical place-names have been rendered in 
Armenian by a/t and not by the ‘normal’ word for ‘salt’ af. See also above on 
references to ‘salt mines’ and s.v. place-name Ait-k‘. We may conclude that the basic 
meaning of alt is something like ‘salt deposits, salt mines, salty place’. 

The suffix in alt-att-in ‘salty, salted’ has been compared with that of Gr. &Aivoc 
*consisting of water' (Olsen 1999: 468). 


alt-a-mult ‘darkness, twilight’. Attested only in Ephrem/John Chrysostom, referring 
to the evening twilight or darkness. 
eDIAL Preserved in some Northern and Eastern dialects: Ararat, Lori, Širak aftamult 
‘morning or evening twilight’, adv. altamlt-in ‘at twilight" [Amatuni 1912: 24a], 
Tiflis axtamuxt-in, axt 'umuxt -in ‘at twilight’, Axalc'xa aftemit-in ‘at dawn’ [HAB 
1: 336b], Larabat aftamult, in a textual illustration: axtamuxt-in ‘at dawn’ 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 21a]. 
eETYM See s.vv. *alj- and buzalt'n. 


altiwr *marsh-meadow, swamp'. 
See s.v. eltewr, eltiwr ‘id.’. 
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alues, u-stem: GDSg atues-u, GDPI atues-u-c‘ (Bible), o-stem: GDSg afues-o-y 
(Grigor Narekac‘1, 10-11th cent.) ‘fox’. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 135a]. Karéewan alvest [M. Muradyan 
1960: 188b] has an epithetic -t after the sibilant, cf. Axalc'xa and Xotorjur ak ‘ist 
from ak ‘is ‘weasel’ (q.v.); see also 2.1.31. 
eETYM Since long (Rask, NHB, etc., see HAB 1: 135a; see also de Lagarde 1854: 
27-9 Meyer 1892: 328,; Hübschmann 1897: 415), connected with Gr. dddané, 
-eKog f. ‘fox’ and cognate forms continuing the PIE word for ‘fox’: 

Skt. lopasá- m. ‘a kind of jackal’, probably ‘fox’, Proto-Iranian *raupasa- ‘fox’: 
Sogd. rwps- £, Khwar. rwbs f., Shughni rüpc(ak) f. [Morgenstierne 1974: 68a], 
Ishkashimi urvesok, Yazghulami rapc, rabc, Yidgha rüso, Munji ráwsa, etc. 
[Edelman 2003: 123]; 

Celtic *lop-erno-: Welsh /lewyrn ‘fox’, Bret. louarn ‘fox’, etc. [Schrijver 1995: 
61-62; 1998; Matasovié 2009: 243]. 

Farther: Av. urupi- ‘dog’, raopi- ‘fox, jackal’, Khot. rrüvasa- ‘jackal’ [Bailey 
1979: 367a]; Lat. volpes f. ‘fox’ (possibly from *ulp-eh,-, see Schrijver 1991: 377 
for a discussion), Lith. /äpe, Latv. lapse ‘fox’, OPr. lape ‘fox’ [Bammesberger 1970; 
Adrados 1985; Schrijver 1998; Blazek 1998-99; de Vaan 2000]. 

See Pokorny 1959: 1179; Fraenkel 1: 340; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 513-514 
— 1995: 432-433; Euler 1985: 91; Toporov, PrJaz [L], 1990: 83-89; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 482-483; Mallory/Adams 1997: 212-213. For an extensive 
discussion of the Armenian word, including the paradigmatic alternation nom. -és 
vs. obl. -es- (cf. Gr. àAózjé vs. obl. -exoc, Meillet 1936: 49) and the u-declension 
for animal designations, see Clackson 1994: 33-35; 95-96, 22145; Olsen 1999: 187- 
188. For the archaeological background of this PIE term, see Mallory 1982: 204- 
205; Mallory/Adams 1997: 213a. FUgr. *repä ‘fox’ is an Aryan loan [Rédei 1986: 
46]. 

The Greek and Indo-Iranian forms presuppose *h>löpe/ek- and *h;le/oupek-, 
respectively, and the Armenian may be derived from both of them (cf. Clackson 
1994: 96). This vocalic problem makes some scholars sceptical about the connection 
between the Armeno-Greek and Indo-Iranian forms (Schrijver 1998: 431; de Vaan 
2000: 287-288; 2008: 688). This position seems hypercritical to me. Despite the 
vocalic problem, one should agree with Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 482 in that Indo- 
Iran. *Raupäca- is “nicht zu trennen" from Arm. afués and Gr. dAonnd. The above- 
mentioned standard dictionaries and Clackson 1994: 96 are positive, too. Beekes 
(1969: 40) points out that “the relation of diem to the related words is not clear. 
Arm. atues < *alöpek- cannot be separated from it, but allowance must be made for 
the possibility of non-IE origin". Euler (1985: 92) considers *ein altes Wanderwort 
(wie für den Apfel)". For a non-IE origin, see also Greppin 1983: 272; Olsen 1999: 
187347; de Vaan 2000: 288. 

I conclude that Arm. atués, obl. -es- ‘fox’, Gr. dAonnd, -exoc ‘fox’, and Indo-Iran. 
*Raupäca- ‘fox’, prob. also ‘jackal’ are related; they are probably of non-IE origin; 
the appurtenance of the other forms is possible but uncertain. 


alk'at, a-stem: GDSg atk ‘at-i, GDPI atk ‘at-a-c‘ (abundant in the Bible); o-stem: ISg 
atkat-o-v (once in the Bible), GDSg a/kat-o-y in BrsVasx (apud NHB 1: 45c) 
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‘pauper, beggar, homeless; indigent, needy’ (Bible+), ‘poor, miserable’ (Book of 
Chries, Nerses Lambronac‘1, etc.) (Bible+). 

eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 137b]. 

eETYM Since Lidén (1906: 97-98), derived from PIE "(o)leig/k- ‘poor, miserable’: 
Gr. d4fmoc ‘little, small; weak’, Aoryog m. ‘ruin, havoc (of death by plague; by war; 
of destruction of ships)’, Lith. /igóti ‘to be ill’, Olr. Zach ‘elend, unglücklich’, OPr. 
licuts ‘small’, etc., and containing the suffix -at as in hast-at ‘firm’ [HAB 1: 137b; 
Pokorny 1959: 667; Jahukyan 1967: 245; 1982: 134, 183; 1987: 135, 178; Beekes 
1969: 42]. On Toch. *lyäk-, see Adams 1999: 568. 

I agree with Greppin (1983: 274) in considering the etymology to be weak. 
Basing himself upon OPr. /icuts ‘small’, etc., Witczak (1999: 178) derives Arm. 
atk‘at from *a3likuda-, leaving the problem of Arm. -a- from *-u- without an 
explanation. Tumanjan (1978: 204) connects with Arm. alkalk ‘indigent, poor, 
miserable’ (q.v.). All uncertain. 

Since Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i (14-15" cent.) and others (see HAB 1: 137b), interpreted 
as atx, i-stem ‘lock; ring; furniture, possessions; entourage, tribe’ (see also s.v. 
alaxin ‘female servant’) + privative -at from hat- ‘to cut, split, divide’ (q.v.). Thus: 
*alx-hat *devoided of properties, having no possessions’. This etymology seems 
preferable to me. The development x + h > k‘ is possible. 


aéem ‘to increase, grow’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 141a]. 

eETYM From PIE *hzeug- ‘to grow’, with loss of *-u-: Lat. augeö, augere ‘to 
increase, augment’, Goth. aukan ‘to increase, augment’, Lith. augti ‘to grow’, etc.; 
other forms reflect an original s-present: Gr. aóco ‘to increase, strengthen’, a(F)edw 
< *huegs- ‘to increase, grow’, Skt. vaks-, pres. uksati, 2sg.aor. duksis, 3sg.perf. 
vavaksa ‘to grow, become big’, OAv. uxsüeitr ‘grows’, vaxst ‘lets grow’, MPers. 
waxsıdan ‘to grow’, Goth. wahsjan ‘to grow’, etc.; for the *s-less forms cf. Toch. B 
auk- ‘to grow, increase’ vs. auks- approx. ‘to sprout, grow up’ (Adams 1999: 130- 
131). For the etymology of Arm. acem, see NHB 1: 48c; Pedersen 1906: 393-394, 
396 = 1982: 171-172, 174; Lidén 1905-06: 503-506; Meillet 1908-09: 357; 1936: 
29; HAB 1: 140-141 with lit.; Pisani 1950: 170; Kortlandt 1975: 44; 1980: 99; 1983: 
13; 1986: 40 = 2003: 11, 27, 43, 70; Beekes 2003: 178, 204, 208. 

This PIE etymon has been (Liden ibid., HAB ibid., etc.) connected to the word 
for ‘berry, fruit: OCS agoda ‘fruit’, Russ. jágoda ‘berry’, SCr. jagoda ‘wild 
strawberry, berry’, Lith. uoga ‘berry’, Latv. uöga ‘berry’, Goth. akran n. ‘fruit’, etc. 
The standard dictionaries are inclined to represent two unrelated entries and to 
connect the Armenian word to the ‘berry’ word (Pokorny 1959: 773; 
EtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 57-59; Greppin 1983: 275; Mallory/Adams 1997: 63b; cf. 
Jahukyan 1987: 141, 183; for the etymon, see also Derksen 2008: 27). This is very 
unlikely. Most probably Arm. acem belongs with Lat. augeo, etc. and derives from 
PArm. *awcemi < *aug-(i)e-mi = *h»(e)ug-(i)e-mi through loss of *-w- in pretonic 
syllable, cf. QIE *hng”-0/öl-o- > PArm. *an"cul-o- > *a(w)culo- > acut ‘coal’ 
(q.v.). Note also the vacillation aw : a in e.g. acar vs. awcar ‘soap’ (both forms 
Bible+). 
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aciwn, an-stem: ISg aceam-b in Basil of Caesarea; also i-stem or o-stem: acen-i or 
aciwn-o-y in Paterica, ISg aciwn-o-v in Grigor Narekac'i, etc. ‘ash’. 
eETYM Meillet (1908-09: 357) compared the word with Gr. &oßoAog f. (m.) ‘soot’, 
al ‘to wither’, Goth. azgo, OHG. asca ‘ashes’, for Armenian positing *azg-y- (cf. 
Skt. äsa- m. ‘ashes, light dust’, etc.). Bugge (1892: 445; 1893: 1) connected Arm. 
azaz- ‘to become dry’ to Gr. ác, etc. Accepted by Acaryan (HAB 1: 82). Sceptical 
Greppin 1981b: 3-4. Scheftelowitz (1904-1905, 2: 32) relates to Arm. ostin ‘dry 
(land) (see HAB, s.v.), Gr. &cc, Czech ozditi ‘darren’, etc. Ačatyan (HAB s.vv.) 
accepts this, too, although Meillet (1908/09: 357) is sceptical. For a discussion of 
this PIE root, see Lubotsky 1985. 

See also s.v. askn ‘a precious stone of red colour’, probably ‘ruby’. 


acuk 'groin (the fold or depression on either side of the body between the abdomen 
and the upper thigh); pubis; pelvis; thigh’. 

Attested only in Nersés Palienc‘ (14" cent.). NHB (1: 50b; 2: 1060b) presents it 
as a dialectal word, synonymous to eran-k', c'ayl-k', and Turk. /gasag/. The 
dialectal form is cited in plural: acuk-k‘ (NHB 2: 1060b). 

Now more attestations are found in MidArm. sources, such as “BzSkaran jioy” 
(13th cent.), C*ugaszyan 1980: 154-*, 158^; 178 (note), etc.; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 
36a. 
eDIAL In Polis, Aslanbek, Rodost‘o, Nor Naxijewan, Axalc'xa, Ham$en, Ararat, 
Karin, Xarberd, Akn, Arabkir, Adana, Zeyt'un [HAB 1: 141-142]. In Mus and 
Alaskert, in a compound with tak ‘under, below’: Muš acax-tak-ner, Alaskert 
ajax-dag (HAB 1: 142a); cf. *y-ant‘Vtak, s.v. an(u)t‘ ‘armpit’. See also below, on 
Sasun. 

As is pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 1: 142a), the meaning slightly differs in 
dialects; e.g., in Polis, it refers to the joint of the two thighs, where the genitals are 
located (pubis; cf. also Amatuni 1912: 1b, as synonymous to agr-mej), whereas for 
Ararat and Axalc'xa it is described as follows: "the little pits at the two sides 
beneath the navel (i.e. groins)”. Malat‘ia ajug denotes ‘pelvis’ (rendered ModArm. 
konk“) [Danielyan 1967: 185a], and Xarberd: ‘thigh’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 46a]. 

Sasun ajug ‘the joint between the abdomen and the upper thigh, groin; armpit’, 
ajt-dag ‘armpit’ [Petoyan 1954: 104; 1965: 443-444]. 

Dersim (Berri) ajug aynil ‘to have pain in groins’ [Batramyan 1960: 112a]. 

Sebastia acuk “the upper thigh; the lower part of the abdomen (= Turk. /gasag/, 
Fr. aine)’ [Gabikean 1952: 55]. 
eETYM Aëatvan (HAB 1: 141b) does not record any acceptable etymology. 
Jahukyan (1967: 169; 1982: 58; 1987: 142) connects with Skt. pdjasyd- n. ‘belly, 
loins’, Russ. pax ‘loins’, etc. (cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 517-519), reconstructing 
*pagio- for Armenian. 

In view of the widespread belief that the groin relates to the process of child 
growth, A.A. Abrahamyan (1958: 61-62) treats acuk as a participial formation in -uk 
from the verbal stem ač- ‘to grow’. Jahukyan (1982: 2167) considers this less 
probable. M. Hanneyan (1979: 173) mentions the former etymology (from *pagio-) 
without a reference, then she presents Abrahamyan's interpretation and considers it 
more logical. 
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In favour of Abrahamyan’s etymology, one notes the following arguments: (1) 
the derivational suffix -uk fits in the interpretation; (2) the Armenian word is not 
attested in the Classical period and does not look old; (3) there are formal problems 
(one expects Arm. *ha-; the reconstruction of the PIE word does not seem very 
secure); (4) the above-mentioned belief is indeed widespread and still vivid in 
Armenia. If one, nevertheless, accepts the derivation from PIE *pagio-, the belief 
and its influence must then be reckoned with. 


am, a-stem: GDSg am-i, AblSg y-am-e, LocSg y-am-i, GDPl am-a-c ‘, IPI am-a-w-k* 
(widely attested in the Bible onwards) ‘year; age’. 
@DIAL Preserved in the dialects of Ararat (Lori), Larabat and Goris in a derivative 
form, namely amlik ‘a lamb or child of/ under one year aage’, q.v. 

It is remarkable that there is Georgian erk’emali ‘a male sheep above one year of 
age; ram’, attested twice in the 18" century and which, according to Sanije (pers. 
com. apud HAB 2: 67b), was borrowed from Arm. erku ‘two’ + am ‘year’, formed 
with the Georgian suffix -/i-. Apparently, Arm. erkeam 'of two years of age' 
(Bible+) < erki- + am is meant here. In view of the existence of Arm. dial. amlik and 
bearing in mind that Arm. diminutive -/-ik is quite productive (cf. barak ‘thin’ : dial. 
(Ararat) baralik [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 167], etc.), one may treat the Georgian 
word as wholly borrowed from Armenian. Moreover, the -/- of amlik could be old; 
see below. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1897: 416"), am has been connected to Skt. sdma- f. 
‘year, season’. The other forms have shifted the semantics to ‘summer’: YAv. ham-, 
Olr. sam, etc.; cf. s.v. amarn. The semantic relationship between am ‘year’ and 
amarn ‘summer’ is parallel to Russ. /et : leto (cf. Saradzeva 1986: 79, 88). The 
remarkable correspondence of the meaning and of the stems of the Armenian and the 
Sanskrit forms (cf. Tumanjan 1978: 204; Sirokov 1980: 82) should be explained as 
an archaism, rather than a shared innovation, since most of the cognates meaning 
‘summer’ are derivations, and the direction of the semantic shift seems to be ‘year’ 
> ‘summer’, not the other way around. An old paradigm *s(e)m-eh>-/ *sm-h>-0- is 
reconstructed, see Hamp 1981: 13; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 704; Olsen 1999: 60; 
cf. also Frisk 1944: 32 (7 1966: 280); Tumanjan 1978: 204. The initial a- is due to 
the generalization of the oblique stem: PIE *sRHV- > Arm. *aRV- (compare Beekes 
1988: 78). 

Among the derivatives, Greppin (1983: 276) mentions amanak ‘time’ (q.v.), 
which, however, seems to be an Iranian loan. 

The dialectal amlik (q.v.) can surprisingly be equated to the Scandinavian words 
with the basic meaning ‘one-year-old animal’, which are of the same origin: Olc. 
simull, Norw. simla, etc.; see Pokorny 1959: 905. The derivational basis could be 
*sinH-l-, whence Arm. dial. syncopated amlik < *amal-ik. Typlogically, compare 
Lat. vitulus ‘calf and Gr. čtañov, Erelov n. ‘young animal, yearling’ 
(etymologically: ‘yearling’; cf. Gr. &og n. ‘year’; Skt. vatsa- m. ‘calf? (RVH), etc.), 
with the same suffixal element *-/-. Note also Engl. yearling, Germ. Jährling ‘a 
domesticated animal of one year of age’, and Ossetic diminutive suffix -ul, -yl, 
particularly in animal-names (see Abaev 1965: 80). 

OArm. (> Georg.) *am-a-li is parallel to *orb-o-li (> Georg. oboli ‘orphan’); see 
s.v. orb *orphan'. Note that *am-a- and *orb-o- agree with the declension classes of 
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am (a-stem) and orb (o-stem), respectively. However, Arm. orb is not attested with 
such a suffix. See also s.v. *luc-ali and 2.3.1. 


amanak, -i, -ac‘ ‘time’, attested since the 6" cent. (Philo, Yovhannés Ojnec‘i, etc.). 

eETYM Frisk (1944: 32 = 1966: 280) connects the word with am ‘year’ (q.v.) 
through contamination with synonymous Zamanak. This is accepted by Greppin 
(1983: 276), who mentions amanak among other derivatives of am. Neither refers to 
Aéaryan’s etymology, according to which amanak is an Iranian loan; cf. Pers. aman 
‘time’ [HAB 1: 145]. Jahukyan does not mention amanak in the list of old Iranian 
loans [1987: 512-549]. The reason for this, I assume, is the fact that the word is not 
attested in the oldest period of Armenian literature. L. Hovhannisyan (1990: 94-95; 
cf. 1991: 26) rejects Acaryan's etymology, arguing that Pahl. unattested *amanak 
would yield, as Aëatvan himself notes, Pers. *amana, which does not exist. 
However, this is not a solid argument since, for instance, in the case of Zaman, 
Zamanak ‘time’, Persian has both zaman and zamana; cf. Pahl. zaman, zamanak 
[HAB 2: 222-223]. Further, Hovhannisyan assumes that amanak can be derived 
from Arm. am *year' under analogical influence of Zamanak, without any reference 
to Frisk or Greppin. In view of the weakness of the above-mentioned argument, I 
think this is unmotivated. It is hard to imagine that Arm. amanak ‘time’ is not 
connected to Pers. aman ‘time’. 

Aéaryan rejects the Arabic origin of Pers. aman and treats it as a native Persian 
word. He does not mention, however, any Iranian or Indo-European cognate. I 
wonder whether it is related to Olr. amm ‘time’ which is mentioned by C. 
Harut‘yunyan (Arutjunjan 1983: 275) in a different context; cf. HAB s.v. awr ‘day’. 


amarn, an-stem: GDSg amaran (Cyril of Jerusalem, Yovhan Mamikonean), amaran 
(according to NHB, but without evidence), APl amaruns (Philo) ‘summer’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally widespread. An initial A- is found only in Ozim, hamar [HAB 1: 
146; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 47b], while in its closest dialects, that is Van, Moks 
and Satax, it is absent; see Acatyan 1952: 243; M. Muradyan 1962: 191b. Jahukyan 
(1985: 156) treats it as a relic of IE *s-. According to others, however, this h- is 
simply wrong; see Hovsep'yan 1966: 234-235; cf. N. Simonyan 1979: 211, 213-214. 
Larabat dmaerna [Davt'yan 1966: 306] and Goris amerna [Margaryan 312b] are 
probably due to the influence of jmern “winter’. This form may be seen in the place- 
name Amern-a-p ‘or in Syunik‘, Sot‘k‘, as attested by Step‘anos Orbelean (see 4.9). 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1897: 416"), amarn is connected to the family of am 
‘year’ (q.v.); cf. Skt. sáma-f. ‘year, season’; all the remaining cognates mean 
‘summer’: YAv. ham-, Khot. hamana-, MPers. hamin, Olr. sam, OHG sumar. The 
suffixal element *-r- is present in Armenian and Germanic. The final -n of 
Armenian is explained from *-om (cf. Pokorny 1959: 905; Jahukyan 1967: 212; 
1982: 115; 1987: 147) or from an old IE accusative *smh;er-m [Kortlandt 1985: 
21M7]. The latter is more attractive. The idea about contamination of the two 
alternants of the original heteroclitic paradigm, i.e. *-r- and *-n(t)- (see Mayrhofer, 
KEWA 3, 1976: 437; Olsen 1999: 128, 141, 410, 855), is improbable; cf. also 
Greppin 1983: 277: *sm-r-n-. 
Mentioning the plural forms of jmern ‘winter’ and k'irtn ‘sweat’ going back to 
*-on(t)h;-, Olsen (1999: 128) writes: “No doubt amarn ‘summer’, which is 
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accidentally not attested in the plural, is part of the same pattern”. However, we do 
find an API amaruns in Philo; see NHB 1: 52b. 

For the analyses of amarayin (adj.) and amarani ‘in the summer, during summer’, 
see Olsen 1999: 276-277 and 306, respectively. 


ambolj, i-stem: GDPI ambolj-i-c' (Philo) ‘whole, integral, intact, pure’ (Philo, Book 
of Chries, Paterica, etc.). 
eDIAL Preserved only in Ozim amp'uxc' [HAB 1: 152a]. Xosrov Anjewac‘i (10" 
century), native of the area between the lakes Van and Urmia which roughly 
coincides with the geographical distribution of the dialectal group of Van-Urmia, to 
which Ozim belongs too, glosses the word ambotj by his vernacular form hambotj 
[HAB 1: 152a]. 
eETYM Composed of off ‘whole, integral, complete, solid; sound, healthy, unhurt’ 
(q.v.) and the prefix *amb- from PIE *anb"i ‘around’: Gr. dygí ‘on both sides, 
around’, Lat. amb-, Olr. imb-, OHG umbi "around etc., see Meillet 1894: 236; 
1896: 156; Hübschmann 1897: 416; HAB 1: 151-152; HAB-Add 1982: 4; Pokorny 
1959: 34; Jahukyan 1982: 50; Mallory/Adams 1997: 32a; for a discussion of the 
etymon, see also Schrijver 1991: 59-60. 


amik ‘one-year-old male kid or lamb’. 

Attested in the Bible five times, once in NAccSg amik and four times in API 
amiks [Astuacaturean 1895: 55a]. Thus, no information about the declension class. 
The only attestation outside the Bible is Ephrem. 

@DIAL In the dialects, one finds am-L-ik, q.v. 
eETYM Obviously derived from Arm. am ‘year’? [HAB 1: 156b]; see s.vv. am and 
dial. amlik. 


amis, o-stem: GDSg ams-o-y, GDPI ams-o-c'; also GDLocSg (vJamsean ‘month’ 
(Bible+). 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 158b]. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1897: 417), derived from PIE *mehjnsos ‘moon; 
month’: Skt. mäs-, Gr. unv, Lat. mensis ‘month’, etc. See also Tumanjan 1978: 
167-168; Gamkrelidze/ Ivanov 1984: 424; Jahukyan 1987: 138, etc. 

The initial a- of the Armenian form is explained by the influence of am ‘year’ 
(q.v.) [Acaryan 1898b: 372; HAB 1: 158a]. Meillet (1936: 48 = 1988: 34) mentions 
the problem without an explanation. Next to am, Winter (1965: 101) points to 
another calendar unit and two names of heavenly bodies, all with an initial a-: awr 
‘day’; arew ‘sun’ and ast? ‘star’; cf. Hovdhaugen 1968: 120. Solta (1960: 6764) 
thinks that the a- has been added in order to avoid the homonymy with mis ‘meat’. 
This resembles the explanation of Mann (1963: 19) interpreting amis as am-mis 
‘month of the year’; for a further discussion, see Olsen 1999: 48, 820; Viredaz 2005- 
7: 1-2. Jahukyan (1967: 245) treats this a- as a “prothetic” vowel before sonants 
comparable to those found in e/bayr and anic (q.v.), which is not true since there are 
no parallels for the position before nasals, except anic, which is a different case 
(q.v.). N. Simonyan (1979: 234-235) treats this “prothetic” vowel as an IE dialectal 
isogloss. Saradzeva (1986: 38, 361 19g) does not specify the origin of the vowel. 

In my view, Acafyan’s explanation is sufficient, since there is a common 
phoneme in a-mis and am, that is m. An influence of this kind in the framework of a 
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close semantic relationship is quite common in Armenian, so the statement of 
Greppin (1983: 279) on the “insurmountable problems” of a- in amis seems to me 
exaggerated. 

The deviant GDLSg (y)amsean is interpreted by Tumanjan (1978: 168) from 
*mes-en; unconvincing. Olsen (1999: 48f, 386f, 772, 820) explains it as an adjective 
formation in *-ih3no- with the basic meaning ‘monthly’; cf. Skt. masina-. See also 
Clackson 1994: 63. 

According to Beekes (1969: 22-23), a-mis is derived from *mens with the recent 
addition of a-, stating that *amens would yield *ams, and the traditional *amensos 
nowhere finds support. However, the thematic *meh;ns-o- seems to be confirmed by 
Skt. mása- (RV+), Dard., etc. mäsa-, and the o declension of amis fits the protoform. 

Much has been written on the reconstruction of the original paradigm of the PIE 
word under discussion; see Specht 1947: 9-10, 233; Scherer 1953: 61-71; Beekes 
1982; 1985: 62; apud Mallory / Adams 1997: 385a; Schrijver 1991: 159-160; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 352-353. Note that the Baltic evidence justifiably plays 
a significant role here. Basing oneself largely on these investigations and paying 
additional attention to Lat. mensis (-is rather than -us), one may perhaps reconstruct 
the following tentative paradigm: 

NSg. *méh;n-s-s 

AccSg *m(e)h;n-és-m 

GSg *m(e)h n-s-ós. 

This is an archaic subtype of the hysterodynamic declension, which is represented 
by the word for ‘nose’, also an s-stem; see Beekes 1995: 175, 180. The double s of 
the original nominative has been preserved (or secondarily restored?) in Lat. mensis 
(cf. naris ‘nostril’, pl. ‘nose’, alongside näas(s)us ‘nose’) and perhaps in Latv. 
ménesis. In the next stage, the thematic form arose, from which Arm. a-mis, -oy and 
Ilr. *mäs-a- have derived. In Indo-Aryan, there seems to be a semantic opposition 
between *mäs- ‘moon; month’ and *mäsa- ‘month’; see Mayrhofer EW Aia 2, 1996: 
352; cf. Scherer 1953: 61,. This is comparable to Armenian, where the thematization 
is combined with the loss of the original meaning ‘moon’. In Iranian *mäha-, the 
meaning *moon' could have been restored secondarily. 

It is remarkable that the further developments of the Armenian and the Latin 
forms are identical. They have both lost the meaning 'moon', replaced by 
*louksneh;-; cf. Arm. lusin and Lat. lina, as well as OCS luna. 

I conclude, on the basis of PIE *meh n-s-s ‘moon; month’ (cf. Lat. mensis), that a 
dialectal (Arm. : Ir.) thematic form *meh;n-s-os ‘month’ arose, which created a 
semantic opposition: A. *méns(s) ‘moon’ : B. *mens-os ‘month’. Indo-Iranian 
retained both, while Armenian eliminated the variant A, replacing it by *louksneh>- 
‘moon’, exactly like Latin did, although the latter derived from the older nominative 
rather than from the thematic form. 


amlik (dial.) ‘a lamb or child of / under one year of age’. 
eDIAL The word is found in the meaning ‘little (lamb, child)’ in Lori (Ararat) and 
Larabat, see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 49b, as well as in Goris ämlik ‘a new-born 
lamb’ [Margaryan 1975: 375a]. Aéatyan (HAB 1: 156b) cites only Larabat dmlig” ‘a 
new-born little lamb’. It is also used in a famous fable of a modern fable-writer, 
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Xnko-Aper: amlik gar *amlik lamb’. In the fable it is stated that this lamb is under 
one year of age. 

Georgian erk’emali ‘a male sheep above one year of age; ram’, attested twice in 
the 18" century, was borrowed from Arm. erkeam (Bible+) ‘of two years of age’ < 
erki- + am with the same suffixal element, thus: *erki- + *amal-; see s.v. am for 
more details. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HABI: 156b) places the Larabat form under Classical amik ‘a 
one-year-old male kid or lamb’ (q.v.), which is obviously derived from Arm. am 
‘year’ (« IE *smH-), but then he adds that it seems to have been borrowed from 
Turk. emlik *sucking lamb’. I think this is unnecessary, since amlik can easily be 
derived from Arm. am with the suffixal element *-/i(hj- and diminutive -ik: 
*smH-I- > Arm *amal-ik > dial. amlik through syncope. An astonishing parallel is 
found in the Scandinavian words with a basic meaning ‘one-year-old animal’, which 
are of the same origin: Olc. simull, Norw. simla, etc.; see Pokorny 1959: 905. This 
might be a late Indo-European innovation shared by Armenian and Germanic, 
although one cannot perhaps exclude the possibility of independent developments. 
See s.v. am for more details; cf. also Gr. óáu-aAig, Öau-aAn “young cow’ from 
dont ‘to tame, subdue’, Germ. Jähr-ling. 

If the Turkish word is indeed related and if it is not of native Turkic origin, it may 
have been borrowed from Armenian. 

The resemblance with Arm amaru ‘lamb’ (a Semitic loan) and amnos ‘lamb’ (< 
åuvóç) must be accidental. 


*am-orj-i-k‘ ‘testicles’, recorded as a dialectal word in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1060b 
(see also 1: 699a s.v. erku-or-i-k' ‘testicles’: z-erku-or-e-a-c' in Deuteronomy 25.11, 
Cox 1981: 174). 
eDIAL Aéaryan HAB 3: 582b and Amatuni 1912: 27b record the word without 
concrete dialectal data, referring only to NHB. Though still known to NHB (first 
half of the 19" century), the word seems to be extinct by the 20" century. It is 
present only in literary Modern Armenian: amorjik' ‘testicles’, amorj-at-el ‘to 
castrate’, amorj-a-mask ‘scrotum’ [Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 68c]. 
eETYM Composed of the prefix am- ‘at, with, together’ and *orj-i- ‘testicle’, q.v. 
(HAB 3: 582b). 


amp (spelled also as amb), o-stem: GDSg amp-o-y, GDPl amp-o-c' [In 2 
Paralipomenon 5.13-14 (see Xalat‘eanc‘ 1899: 61b), one finds GDSg amp-o-y, but 
also IPl amp-a-w-k‘ — next to p 'ar-a-w-k' “with glory"] ‘cloud’, later also ‘lightning; 
sponge’. In some derivatives, perhaps ‘sky’ (see s.v. ampar) and ‘thunder’; see NHB 
1: 24 s.vv. ampaharim, ampaharut 'iwn, ampanman, ampawor, amporot. Bible 
(numerous attestations), Agat'angelos, etc. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly with -b, meaning ‘cloud; rain; sponge, 
etc.’. Note the by-form with n, namely anb in Ararat, Dersim and Karin (next to 
amb), as well as in Rodost‘o [HAB 1: 165; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 50a]. Note also 
Dersim amb, anb ‘rain’ [Batramyan 1960: 73b]. 
eETYM Hübschmann (1897: 417) connects amp in the first instance to Skt. abhrá- n. 
*thunder-cloud, rain-cloud, blanket of clouds’, Av. aßra- n. ‘cloud; rain’, etc., and 
only thereafter mentions Skt. nábhas- n. *moisture, thunder-cloud, mass of clouds', 
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Gr. végoc n. ‘cloud’, OCS nebo ‘sky’ and the others. See also Pokorny 1959: 
315-316 (amp — under *mb"ro- in close relationship with Gaul. inter ambes ‘inter 
rivos’, etc., both Armenian and Celtic being “ohne formantisches 7") and Mallory / 
Adams 1997: 477. 

The correlation with the latter group (1e. Gr. végoc, etc.) is considered by 
Greppin (1983: 281) as puzzling. The reason for this confusion is that the Armenian 
word does not have the suffix *-ro- and, having an o-stem, can regularly be derived 
from PIE s-stem *neb"os (cf. Jahukyan 1959: 231; Tumanjan 1978: 159; SaradZeva 
1986: 38-39; Olsen 1999: 45; despite Frisk, according to whom the o-stem can be 
secondary), but in the ablaut it has been influenced by the former group, namely 
*nb"ro-, which is continued in Arm. amprop ‘thunder(bolt)’ (q.v.). Thus, one might 
accept the explanation of amp from *mb^os (< *nb"os, through labial assimilation), 
“a compromise between *mb"rö- and the original s-stem" [Olsen 1999: 45]. I, 
alternatively, propose to assume a generalization of the zero-grade genitive of the 
PD paradigm: NSg *néb'os, GSg *nb"es-s. This may be confirmed by another 
atmospheric term, namely bark ‘lightning’, and, perhaps, by ayt ‘cheek’ (see s.vv. 
and 2.2.2.1). 

Skt. ámbhas- ‘water’ and Gr. óufpoc ‘shower’ remain obscure, see Szemerényi 
1964: 241f; Beekes 1969: 74, 79, 92, 93, 140; Euler 1979: 110; Schrijver 1991: 64; 
cf., however, Olsen 1999: 45g9. Despite this criticism, Clackson (1994: 133) takes 
Skt. ambhas- as the representative cognate to Arm. amb, exactly like Pedersen 
(1906: 361 — 1982: 139) did nearly one century ago. Sirokov (1980: 82) does the 
same, adding also Gr. óugrm: von ‘whiff (Hesychius), which is semantically 
remote. The relation between *Hneb"- (but Gr. végoc points to the absence of an 
initial laryngeal) and *HVnb"- can be confirmed when the so-called Schwebeablaut 
is justified; Frisk (s.v.) and Mayrhofer (EWAia 1, 1992: 94, 101; 2, 1996: 13) are 
more positive in this respect. For the criticism concerning Skt. ambu- n. *water' and 
Hitt. alpa- ‘cloud’, I refer to Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 100 and Puhvel HED 
1,1984: 37-38, respectively. 

For a further discussion of Skt. nabh-, etc., see Sani 1994. 

Lat. nimbus ‘cloud’ and Iran. *nam(b)- ‘wet, moist’ (cf. Pahl. nam(b) ‘moist’ > 
Arm. nam ‘id.’ [HAB 3: 425], as well as Sogd. nmp [namp/b] ‘dew’, see Gharib 
1995: 240a) point to *nemb"- and may be regarded as a reduplicated formation *ne- 
nb"-, or *ne-n-b'-, with a nasal-infix (see Szemerényi 1964: 242,, 243,, with ref.), or 
simply with a nasal-epenthesis. This is reminiscent of some forms of the PIE term 
for ‘nit’, namely Lat. /ens and Lith. glinda from *gnind-, next to the basic *K/Gnid- 
(see s.v. anic ‘nit, louse egg"). 

Toch. B eprer 'atmosphere, sky, firmament’, iprer ‘sky, air’ is said to belong to 
the words under discussion (albeit considered uncertain in Adams 1999: 65, 90). 
Regardless of whether this is true or not, it rather seems to be related to Skt. 
ámbara- n. ‘Luftraum’ (not mentioned by Mayrhofer in the context of abhrá- and 
others), and I wonder why this connection is unnoticed. The semantics is 
straightforward; the anlaut could be explained from *Ho- (?); a trace of the nasal can 
be found, cf. van Windekens 1941: 21 (“i < e prouve la présence originelle de la 
nasale"). 
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Although Arm. amb is the etymologically expected variant [HABI: 163], in 
reality, however, the older and main spelling is amp [Greppin 1983: 281; Olsen 
1999: 45g9, cf. also 70145, 97593]. Szemerényi (1964: 2422) tries to explain this by the 
influence of ampem ‘to drink’, which does not seem very probable to me. According 
to Greppin (1983: 281), “the spelling discrepancy is based on the later erratic 
voicing found in -NC- clusters”; cf. also Pedersen1906: 361= 1982: 139; Olsen 
1999: 70145, 97293. This is not entirely satisfactory either, because of the absence of 
such a discrepancy in other cases, cf. /amb ‘ring’, xumb ‘group’, kumb- “emboss’, 
etc. It is remarkable that both Gr. dufpoc and amprop (as well as Skt. ambu- ‘water’ 
and dmbara- ‘Luftraum’?; see above) point to *b instead of *b". For the Greek word, 
this is explained by regular deaspiration after the sonant in an accented syllable; cf. 
Olsen 1999: 45 in the context of the Greek word and Arm. amp (referring to 
Schwyzer). This is often criticised; see the references above with respect to Greek. 
Perhaps the assumption should be hypothetically restated as follows: the voiced 
aspirated stops are deaspirated in a post-nasal position and before *r in Greek and 
Armenian; thus, *-mb"ro- > *-mbro- ( > Arm. *-mpro-, since p is the regular 
outcome of *b). Whatever the details (note also the enigmatic initial o- in the Greek 
form), if Arm. -p- can be explained this way, we could consider amp as influenced 
by amprop, which would semantically be quite plausible. 

One of the basic meanings of PIE *neb'os is ‘sky’; cf. Hitt. nepis-, OCS nebo, 
etc. , as well as some forms going back to *nb"ro-: Oss. arv, Khot. LSg. o(r)fia. For 
the semantic shift ‘cloud’ > ‘sky’, see Frisk 2, 1970: 310; Beekes apud Mallory / 
Adams 1997: 110; Cheung 2002: 154. The underlying root is *neb"- ‘befeuchten’ 
[Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 13]. Armenian may have preserved (or developed 
secondarily) this meaning; see s.v. ampar. 


ampar ‘planet’. 

Mentioned only in Alisan 1910: 122: ampar astetk‘ ‘the seven planets’, from an 
unspecified author, who in turn is said to have taken it from Elise, probably 
“Meknut‘iwn groc‘n cnndoc“” (Commentary on Genesis), as is the previous citation 
of Alisan’s text. 
eETYM The interpretation of the word as an-par *motionless', suggested by the same 
author, is not accepted by Acaryan (HAB 1: 163), who gives no comments. The 
inclusion of par into this etymology seems attractive, since par refers to the 
movement of the stars, too (see NHB 1: 383b; 2: 625b), and Alisan himself is aware 
of that, cf. AliSan 1910: 118. However, the meaning ‘motionless’ is the opposite of 
what one would use describing the planets. Note also anpar, denoting persons who 
cannot dance properly, in Philo apud NHB 1: 229a. Thus, if ampar contains par, the 
first part of the word should be identified as the prefix am- or something else, but 
not as the privative an-. 

I know of no other etymological proposals. 

As we have seen, the postulation of par is possible. Nevertheless, I alternatively 
propose a connection of ampar ‘planet’ with amp ‘cloud’ and amprop ‘thunder’ 
(q.v.). In the first instance, the relation seems semantically unmotivated. However, 
one should bear in mind that some of the cognates, both with and without *-ro- 
(Hitt. nepis-, OCS nebo, Oss. arv, etc), mean ‘sky’; so, according to this etymology, 
the basic meaning of ampar would be ‘the heavenly one’ or ‘heavenly’; cf. Olc. 
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himintungl “Himmelskörper’, OHG himilzungal ‘Gestirn’, etc. (see Scherer 1953: 
35-36). Formed with the suffix -ar (or reshaped under its influence), for which cf. 
especially astefk‘ molark‘ ‘planets’ and astelk‘ anmolark‘ ‘stars’ from moar 
‘erroneous’ (see NHB 1: 204b; 2: 293a; also anmolar astelk' used by Vanakan 
Vardapet, 12-13th cent., see Xa&'ikyan 1941: 162a'*”, 166a"'”); perhaps also Pers. 
axtar ‘star; horoscope; name of a lunar station’. 

Other possible (albeit highly hypothetical) relics of the meaning ‘sky’ might be 
seen in some derivatives, where the meaning 'cloud' of amp makes less sense: 

amp-a-goyn ‘cloud-coloured’ or ‘cloud-like’ (in Greppin 1983: 281: ‘like a 
cloud’). In 2 Maccabees 1.22, referring to sof ‘ray’ of aregakn ‘sun’. Thus, amp 
would make sense here with the meaning 'shiny sky' or the like. However, the 
Greek text has ézi-vegric ‘clouded, dark; bringing clouds’ (from vepog ‘cloud’), and 
amp-a-goyn may be created after the Greek. E.g., to my mother, Zenya Simonyan 
(village Erazgavors, in the vicinity of Leninakan/Gyumri), dial. ambaguyn means 
‘sky-blue’; 

T‘ovma Arcruni (9-10" cent.) 2.7: AblSg y-amp-oy-n, translated in ModArm. as 
‘from the sky’ (said of the falling snow) [V. Vardanyan 1985: 192/193]; this is 
ambiguous, of course. Thomson (1985: 187) has “from the clouds”. 

dial. ampazer (Ararat) ‘light blue’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 50b]; for the 
component *zer cf. karmr-zer (Bulanax of Mus), with karmir ‘red’ [S. Movsisyan 
1972: 20a]; 

dial. ampik (Papen) ‘a kind of bluish grape’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 50b). 


amprop, a-stem: GDPI amprop-a-c‘ in Job 38.25 (Astuacaturean 1895: 60a has 
amprap-ac ', but cf. Cox 2006: 245), Book of Chries, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i 
‘thunder’. 

Renders Gr. xoóoiuóg ‘din of battle, uproar, hubbub’ in Job 38.25 (Cox 2006: 
245). Attested also in Grigor Narekac‘i, *Carontir", etc. 
eETYM From PIE *nb"ro-: Skt. abhrá- n., rarely m. ‘thunder-cloud, rain-cloud, 
blanket of clouds’, YAv. aßra- n. ‘rain-cloud’, Khot. ora- ‘sky’, Lat. imber, GSg. 
imbris ‘shower’, etc. [Dervischjan 1877: 94; HAB 1: 163; Atabekyan 1979: 47, 55; 
Jahukyan 1982: 37, 132, 218; Greppin 1983: 281-282]. For the cognates and a 
discussion, especially of the internal -p-, see s.v. amp ‘cloud’. Since the connection 
with amp is certain and is accepted by everyone including Aéatyan, one should note 
that, in fact, the etymology was first recognized by NHB and Jaxjaxean. 

The thematic vowel *-o- was accented [Jahukyan 1982: 132], and the metathesis 
of r is blocked by the preceding nasal (ibid. 218103). Not mentioning this analysis, 
Olsen (1999: 72) cautiously proposed a different one: amp ‘cloud’ + IE *- (h)robah;-. 
However, -ro- in amprop goes directly back to *nb"ro- (a way-out for Olsen's 
proposal would be haplology of -ro-ro-). 

Thus, the problem of the final -p remains. Perhaps it arose due to some kind of 
“broken reduplication" inspired by the (seeming) analogy of andund ‘abyss’ (q.v.). 
Furthermore, one should take into account the possible influence of another word of 
closer semantics with a final -b/p, viz. t'ulb/t'uxp ‘cloud; fog’. However, the 
direction of the possible influence 1s hard to determine in view of the etymological 
uncertainty of ¢‘utb/p. One may therefore merely assume a perseveration (see 
2.1.28): PIE *nb"ro- > PArm. *amb/pro- > ampro-p. 
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amul, o-stem: GDSg aml-o-y, GDPI aml-o-c‘ (Bible+) ‘sterile, childless’ (Bible+; 18 
attestations in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 58a), ‘barren’ (Agat‘angetos, 
Yovhannés Öjnec‘i, Nersés Snorhali, Carontir). 
eDIAL Karin, Mus amul, Sebastia amur with r due to contamination with amur 
‘hard’ [HAB 1: 160b] (probably also with amuri *unmarried"). 
eETYM Composed of the privative prefix an- < PIE *n- and PArm. Sol ‘kid, child’, 
cf. ul ‘kid’ (q.v.), Gr. zog m. f. “young horse, foal; young girl, youth’, etc. (Meillet 
1922c; 1930: 184; 1936: 48; Pokorny 1959: 843; Jahukyan 1967: 236; 1987: 145, 
487; Ravnes 1991: 146-147; Praust 1996: 193-194; Mallory/Adams 1997: 56b; 
Beekes 2003: 172; cf. Dumézil 1938: 241; Greppin 1983: 280). See further s.vv. 
amuri ‘unmarried’, suk‘ ‘childless, sterile’. 

The alternative derivation from IE *#-putlo- with Skt. a-putra- ‘sonless’ (Olsen 
1989: 235) is improbable; one rather expects Arm. *amuwi > *amul from it. The 
interpretation of Pisani 1944: 159 as an- + *mulo- (cf. Skr. müla-m ‘root’, thus "root: 
less’) is untenable. I see no reason to abandon the etymology of Meillet, even though 
it has not been accepted by Acaryan (HAB 1: 160). 


amuri, ea-stem: GDSg amurw-o-y (Job 24.21), GDPI amure-a-c' (1 Corinthians 7.8) 
*unmarried, single, widowed; unmarried woman' (Job 24.21, 1 Corinthians 7.8), 
‘wifeless’ (Nersés Snorhali, 12th cent.). 

In 1 Corinthians 7.8 amuri and ayri render Gr. &youoc ‘unmarried’ and yypa 
‘widow’, respectively: amureac 'n ew ayreac‘n asem ` Aë dé toic &yópoig Kal moie 
ANPOIS. 

In Job 24.21 we find amul and amuri rendering Gr. oteipa ‘infertile (woman)’ and 
yóvaiov ‘woman’, respectively: zi amloyn bari oč‘ arar, ew amurwoyn oč‘ 
olormec ‘aw “for he did not treat well the barren woman, and had no pity on the 
young one" : oreipav yàp oU eb Enoinoev Kai ybvaıov one rjAégoev (Cox 2006: 171). 
@DIAL No dialectal record in HAB 1: 162a. 

In the late medieval dictionary Bargirk' hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 219") one 
finds mori rendering amuri; in some manuscripts (408419): mori: amuri, kam ankin 
mard “unmarried, or wifeless man”. I think this form betrays a dialectal form in 
Larabat and surroundings. The loss of the initial pretonic vowel (see 2.1.33.2) and 
the sound change -u- > -9- are regular in this dialectal area. For some examples of 
the development r > 7 in Larabat and Metri, see Davt‘yan 1966: 68 and Alayan 
1954: 93, respectively. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 162a) rejects all the etymological suggestions and leaves 
the origin of the word open. In Armeniaca Nr. 61 (HAB 4: 669) he claims that amuri 
refers to ‘wifeless man’ and interprets it as *an-moyri, composed of the privative 
prefix an- and an otherwise unattested word *moyri ‘wife, woman, girl’, cf. Gr. 
ueipaé ‘girl’, Lat. marita ‘wife’, Lith. merga ‘girl’, marti f. “bride, young woman’, 
etc., also Arm. mari “female bird, hen’ (q.v.). 

However, the Biblical attestations seem to point to a basic meaning “unmarried or 
widowed (woman)'; the meaning *wifeless' is attested only in Middle Armenian. 
The etymology should therefore be viewed as semantically improbable, unless one 
assumes 'husbandless' starting with Skt. márya- m. ‘young man, young warrior’, 


7 An Arabic origin has been suggested in N. Mkrté‘yan 1980: 61. 
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Lat. maritus ‘married; husband, mate’, etc. Note, however, that the vocalism is 
uncertain, too. 

The derivation from *an-potro-iyo- (Adontz 1937: 12) or better *n-putr-iyo- 
(Dumézil 1938: 241; Godel 1975: 79), with a semantic development ‘qui n'a pas 
enfanté’ > ‘célibataire’ (Adontz ibid.) or ‘male sans enfant légal > ‘homme sans 
famille propre, non marié" (Dumézil ibid.) is largely accepted, see Jahukyan 1987: 
145, 188 (with hesitation); Ravnes 1991: 146-147; Beekes 2003: 172. However, this 
etymology is formally uncertain; Skt. putrá- ‘son’ is usually derived from *putlo- 
(but note Lat. puer ‘boy’, cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 142-143; for a critical 
analysis of the etymology, see Olsen 1999: 447, cf. 446). Neither the semantics 
seems to me convincing. 

I tentatively suggest to interpret amuri as composed of the privative prefix an- 
and PArm. (otherwise unattested) *wir- ‘man, husband’ (cf. Lith. vyras ‘man, 
husband’, OHG wer ‘man, husband’, Lat. vir ‘man, male; husband’, Skt. vira- 
‘man’, etc. " In view of the absence of the development IE *-nu- > Arm. *-ng- we 
may assume that the compound has been made at a later stage: *an-wir-iya- 
‘husbandless’ > *am(w)uiriya- > amuri, -ea-. This proto-form is structurally and 
semantically parallel to QIE *n-Aner-ieh;- ‘husbandless’ > PArm. *an(an)iriya- > 
ayri, -ea- ‘widow’ (q.v.). 


ayg, u-stem (cf. also -oy) ‘morning’. 

Attested abundantly since the Classical period, also in many derivatives, such as 
aygun, ayguc ', y-ayg-u-e, z-aygoy ‘in the morning’, c -ayg ‘night’ (< “till dawn"), 
z-c 'ayg ‘at night’ (all attested in the Bible). 

The word has mainly a u-stem. In the Classical period, a form of the o declension 
is used by Agat'angelos: and aygoyn arawotanaln. In P‘awstos Buzand 4.10 
(1883-1984: 86"; transl. Garsoian 1989: 131): and aygs aygoyn “at early dawn”. 
For z-aygoy ‘in the morning’, see Weitenberg 1989: 63, and below. 
eDIAL Dialectally preserved almost exclusively in derivatives and compounds: 
*ayguan, *ayguc‘, etc.; see HAB 1: 165-166; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 52b. In 
Hamsen äkvon, dkvand, dkvanc‘u ‘in the morning’; ekuc', ek'unc' ‘tomorrow’ 
[Aéaryan 1947: 220]. According also to HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 33a, HamSen akvon 
means ‘morning’, but the textual illustration has akvnc ‘u (adv.). 

In view of ClArm. y-ayg- and MidArm. y-eg-uc‘, uła h’ekuc‘ and Agulis 
hesg”üc ‘, yesg’üc‘ (HAB 1: 165-166) may be reconstructed as *y-ayg-uc‘. 

The compound aygahot is attested in Arak‘el Davrizec‘i (17^ cent.) and is 
represented in a number of dialects: Bulanox ek ol, Zeyt‘un, Mus, etc. ak oxk' < 
*ayg-hol-k' ‘ceremony at the next morning after the funeral’ [Acarean 1913: 90b; 
HAB 1: 165ab], Sivri-Hisar ek‘oxk‘ or agotk‘ [PtmSivHisHay 1965: 454, 460a]. 
Composed of ayg ‘morning’ and hof ‘earth’ (HAB); cf. also MidArm. and dial. 
hot-k‘ ‘cemetery’ [HAB 3: 112a]. Some Eastern dialects have an epenthetic -n-: 
Larabat ik návael, Ararat ek nafstek‘ (< *ayg-n-a-hot-ay-k‘), etc. 

Batramyan (1960: 110a) interprets Xarberd (K*H) akoxk‘, agatk‘ ‘ceremony at the 
next morning after the funeral’ as composed of akn ‘eye’ and otok‘ ‘supplication’. 


* This etymology partly coincides with that of Eazéean in ‘Patker’ 1890: 198-209 (I cite from 
HAB 1: 162a). 
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This view cannot be accepted. The word is certainly identical with *ayg-hot-k‘ 
above. 

The initial nasal of uła nagnaxot (see Aéatean 1940: 79, 159, 352) is perhaps due 
to anticipation. Samaxi ink nah»? (HAB) may be explained by anticipation and/or 
folk-etymological reinterpretation as containing ink'(n) ‘himself’; the loss of the 
inital in- in k'nahot (HAB; Batramyan 1964: 186) may be due to reinterpretation, as 
being composed of k ‘un ‘sleep’ and Ao ‘earth’. Further, see 2.1.37. 

For the epenthetic nasal also seen in Larabal ik‘ndrot ‘taking the cattle to 
pasturing before the dawn’ [HAB 1: 166a], see 2.1.30.1. 

Remarkable is Van ek -parew < *ayg-barew “dawn-greeting”, which denotes the 
following ritual: the morning following the wedding, the bride, the groom and the 
musicians go onto the roof, singing and greeting the sunrise (see HAB 1: 166a; 
Acaryan 1952: 46, 244). The text of the song from the village of Artamet starts with 
this line: eg boren, eg barew [Haykuni 1906: 30]. The variant recorded by 
Ter-Mkrté*yan (1970: 183a) reads: eg pärew, aly eg pärew. As is explicitly 
interpreted by Ter-Mkrté'yan (1970: 183b), this should be understood as “O 
Morning/Dawn, hail!” One may therefore assume that, here, eg-barew is not a 
compound, and that we are in fact dealing with the only independent dialectal 
testimony of the word ayg as an archaic relic preserved in this ritual formula. The 
formula itself, thus, must be very old. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 1: 165b) mentions many etymological proposals, but does 
not accept any of them. Among those proposals, one should mention that of 
Patrubány (StugHetaz, 1905: 158), who suggested a connection with Gr. aidv 
‘Leben(szeit), Zeit(dauer), lange Zeit’, Skt. dyu- ‘lifetime’, etc. The phonological 
development seems impeccable: PIE NSg*h2(e)iu-on > Arm. *aygu(n) > ayg, -u, cf. 
LSg aygun ‘in the morning’ (cf. Olsen 1999: 10855»; the origin of -un is not 
specified). However, the semantics is not clear. Although the meanings ‘time’ and 
‘day’ may relate to each other (cf. Arm. awr ‘day; (life)time’ and, if cognate, Olr. 
amm ‘time’), I am not sure whether the direction ‘time’ > ‘day’ is probable. Besides, 
ayg means ‘morning’ and not ‘day’. Thus, the etymology is uncertain. 

Jahukyan (1973: 17) derives ayg from IE *ai- (= *h;ei-) ‘to burn, shine’. 
However, -g is unexplained. Later Jahukyan himself seems to doubt the etymology, 
since he excludes the word from the list of the native words (1987: 111-157) and 
mentions it with a question mark in p. 295, where he hesitantly assumes that Finnish 
aika ‘time’ may have been borrowed from Arm. ayg. Nor is this etymology certain. 

Aéaryan compares ayg with Gr. Att. Eos, lon. gece ‘dawn’, but rejects the 
connection for phonological reasons. (On the other cognates and the reconstruction, 
see s.v. afawawt morning) Clackson (1994: 2239) developed the same 
connection, without a specific reference to Acaryan's comparison. He derives ayg 
from the locative *h2(e)us(s)i, which is very plausible. One agrees with Kortlandt 
(2003: 119) in characterizing this etymology as “highly attractive". 

In my own view, however, *h;(e)us(s)i should yield *(h)aw. The alternative 
proposed by Olsen (1999: 108) involves a complicated development: *h,dusos > 
*auhu- > *auuu- > (through dissimilation) > *aiuu- > *aygu-. This is not 
convincing. Perhaps a later thematization would solve the problem: PArm. *awio- > 
ayg seems to be easier (cf. also s.v. eg and 2.1.27.1). It would also explain the 
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o-stem, which cannot otherwise continue a PIE *-os, since this word is not a neuter. 
Cf. also (z)aygoy ‘in the morning’, which seems to be a secondary locative in *-i, 
based on the same thematic form; thus, *aygo-i > z-aygoy, or simply GDPI 
functioning as an “endungslos” locative without preposition i/y- cf. de Lamberterie’s 
explanation of erekoy, q.v. The influence of erekoy ‘evening’ is perhaps not 
excluded (cf. Olsen 1999: 108-109). Note, however, that the morphology of z-aygoy 
and erekoy is synchronically different, since the former functions in the Classical 
period as an adverb, while the latter does not. The more frequent u-stem may reflect 
PArm. *awuh (> *aw- seen perhaps in ar-aw-awt, q.v.) from PIE NSg (HD) 
*h;éu-s-os; cf. Clackson 1994: 226136. 

The absence of an initial h- may be due to constructions with z- and y-, and the 
generalization of the zero grade of the oblique stem; see also s.v. *alj-; cf., 
particularly, the above-mentioned hypothetical "*A;usiio > Arm. *aygo-, a 
thematization based on the old locative. 

I conclude: 

NSg */;éu-s-os > PArm. *awu > *aw, u-stem (cf. ar-aw-awt) 

GSg *haus-s-08 

LSg *h;us-s-i > PArm. *aw(h)i > (thematization) *awi-o- > *aygo- > ayg, o-stem 
>> u-stem, generalized from *aw-u. 

See also s.v. anagan. 


aygi, ea-stem: GDSg aygw-o-y, LocSg y-aygw-oj, GDPI ayge-a-c ', AbIPI y-ayge-a-c ', 
LocPl y-aygi-s (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 62-63); o-stem: 
ISg aygwov (only 1 Maccabees 14.12) ‘vineyard; vine’ (Bible+); perhaps also 
‘grapes’ (dial.); ayge- « *aygi-a- and ayg-a- in a number of compounds (Bible+). 

Abundant in the Bible, rendering Gr. duzedoc f. *grape-vine, Vitis vinifera’ or 
óuzeAcov m. ‘vineyard’. A textual illustration from Deuteronomy 8.8 (Cox 1981: 
112): erkir c'orenoy ew garoy aygeac' : yj topo? Kai xpiUjc, &uncAor. For the full 
passage, see s.v. gari ‘barley’. For the meaning ‘grape-vine’, note Hosea 10.1: Aygi 
tastawor ptlalic ' Israyel ` &uneAog eükAnuaxotoa lopamA. 

Many compound place-names (see HayTelBar 1, 1986: 226-229), based on the 
dialectal variant *e/igi (see below). For the attestations of the forms aygi, egi, and igi 
in inscriptions, etc., see H. Muradyan 1972: 93-94; Hobosyan 2004. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mainly meaning ‘garden’: Erznka ek 
[Kostandyan 1979: 128a], Agulis Zelt (for the paradigm, see Acarean 1935: 333), pl. 
ag'anáni, ag’andnik‘, Aslanbek, Rodost‘o, Xarberd, Tigranakert, Cha ek'i, Akn 
eg ‘i, Marala, Salmast ek ”i, Hacon eg ‘gi, Zeyt‘un eg 'e, T‘iflis igi, Juta ig ‘i, Van iK'i, 
Ararat ik ‘i [HAB 1: 166b]. 

Next to Van ikyi one finds Ozim hége [HAB 1: 166b; Acatyan 1952: 244], Satax 
hikyi [M. Muradyan 1962: 191b], Moks hek’a’ (see below), as well as Mus h’egi 
(HAB, ibid.), Aštarak hik ‘i, which has been replaced by bat in the village of OSakan 
(see Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1971: 218). These forms seem to point to a by-form 
*y-aygi (see 2.3.1). 

Moks hek’a’, GSg hek’ü, NPl hek’ik” *Bunorpammuk; can dpykroBbeui' [Orbeli 
2002: 276]. In a Moks proverb the word seems to refer to ‘grapes’: Hek’ü sirun t'up* 
kolazo‘ [Orbeli 2002: 1209: Orbeli (op. cit. 18299; 1982: 118%") translates it as 
follows: "Ha mO6BH K BuHorpaytry mer H kycr!". 
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eETYM Connected with Gr. oin f. ‘service-tree’, Lat. ava ‘grapes’, Russ. iva 
‘willow’, Czech jiva ‘willow’, SCr. iva ‘willow’, Lith. ieva ‘bird-cherry’, etc. [Lidén 
1905-06: 500-503; HAB 1: 166b]. The BSI. forms point to "A;eiH-ueh;- or 
*h,ehji-ueh>- [Derksen 1996: 139]. PArm. *ayg(a)- ‘grapes’ (cf. Acafyan’s 
considerations on ayg-a-wét in HAB 1: 166b, as well as the meaning ‘grapes’ in 
Latin and, probably, the Armenian dialect of Moks) probably goes back to PIE 
*hihj-ueh; or *hjohji-ueh>- or *h;oih;-ueh;-. On the vocalism, see 2.1.5. Arm. 
ayg-i ‘vineyard, garden’ is thus an i-derivative of *ayg- ‘grapes, vine’. Typologically 
compare xałoł ‘grapes’ : *xalol-ut > HamSen havötut ‘vineyard, garden’ (see 
Aéaryan 1947: 233). 

For the semantic development '(grape)vine' > ‘garden’ cf. NPers. raz ‘grapevine’ 
next to Av. razura- ‘forest, thicket’ (< **branchy place’), Russ. /ozá ‘vine’, etc. (see 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 80b); cf. Sasun räz ‘vineyard’ [Petoyan 1954: 155; 1965: 
521], Moks räz [Orbeli 2002: 318], borrowed from Persian (or Kurdish). 


ayl, o-stem: GSg ayl-o-y, DLocSg ayl-um, AblSg y-ayl-m-e, ISg ayl-o-v, GDPI ayl-o- 
c‘, IPI ayl-o-v-k‘ ‘other; alien, foreign; also; but, however; then’ (Bible+). 

For abundant evidence for ayl, ayl imn/inc /ok', and the like, for reciprocal or 
distributive expressions ayl ayl, ayl ew ayl, ayl ayloy, ayl aylum, ayl and ayl, ayl and 
ayloy (cf. Gr. &AAog &AAov, Lat. alius alius, alius alium ‘one another’, Skt. anyó 
anyá-, etc., Mawet 1990: 64; 1992: 157), as well as for numerous derivatives and 
compounds, see NHB 1: 82-90; Astuacaturean 1895: 64-66; Mawet 1990. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous, used also as enclitic and proclitic [HAB 1: 168-169]. 
eETYM Since Schröder, Awetik‘ean, NHB, etc., connected with Gr. &A4oc ‘other’, 
Lat. alius, -a, -ud ‘another’, Olr. aile ‘second, other’, alaile ‘other’, Toch. B alye-k 
alle-k *other, another', Skt. árana- 'strange, far', áranya- n. *wilderness, desert, 
jungle’, cf. anyá- ‘other, different, alien’, ará- m. n. ‘distance’, etc. (Hübschmann 
1897: 417; HAB 1: 168; Pokorny 1959: 25; Frisk 1: 75-77; Jahukyan 1982: 132; 
Mawet 1990; 1992; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 80, 107-108, 173; Schrijver 1995: 
19, 321-324; Mallory/Adams 1997: 64a, 411; Adams 1999: 28-29). For the adverbial 
use in the meaning ‘but, however’ cf. Gr. did (acc. pl. used as adverb) ‘but, 
however’, Goth. alja ‘but? (HAB 1: 168b; Godel 1975: 8155; Schmitt 1981: 161, 
210; Lehmann 1986: 27b; Mawet 1990: 60). 

On the problem of / : 7 and the spelling variant ay?, see NHB 1: 83a; Meillet 1911: 
209; 1936: 47; HAB 1: 168b; Alayan 1961: 75, 81; Jahukyan 1982: 25. 

For an extensive discussion and references on the problem of *-li- > -yl- instead 
of *-d-, see HAB 1: 168b; for a further discussion and other examples, see Schmitt 
1981: 77; Jahukyan 1982: 71-72; Ravnes 1991: 33-36; Olsen 1999: 795-798; 
Beekes 2003: 161-162, 211. According to Godel (1975: 81, 87; see also Greppin 
1983: 283), this may have been the normal development after a. Compare off 
‘whole, sound’ (q.v.) from *ol-io-, cf. Olr. uile ‘whole’. Further see s.vv. da(y)l 
‘colostrum, beestings’, jayn “voice, sound’. Note, however, galj ‘lukewarm’ if from 
*ul-iV- vs. gol, possibly i-stem ‘id.’ (q.v.). 

The IE cognate forms point to a full-grade *h;el-io- (Schrijver 1991: 40; Beekes 
2003: 162, 211). This proto-form would yield Arm. *hayl, however. One may 
assume a derivation from or contamination from *h;ol-io-, cf. Lat. ollus ‘ille’, uls 
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*beyond', ultra ‘on the other side of, beyond’, Olr. o/ ‘beyond’, etc. (on which see 
Schrijver 1991: 51, 68, 317). 

For the declension of the Armenian word and especially for dat. Joe, ayl-um and 
abl. y-ayl-m-é, see Meillet 1913: 66; 1936: 90-91; Godel 1975: 35-36; Schmitt 1981: 
126-127; Clackson 1994: 63, 212.9. For an extensive philological (in particular, 
semantic) discussion of Arm. ay/ and the PIE term, see Mawet 1990 and 1992, 
respectively. 


ayc, i-stem: GDPI ayc-i-c' (Bible); ayc-i (Cyril of Jerusalem, Yovhan Mandakuni/ 
Mayragomec‘i, Commentary on Genesis), pl. ayc-i-k* : GDPI ayce-a-c ‘ (abundant in 
the Bible) ‘goat’, more frequently ‘she-goat’; ayce-amn, GDSg ayceman ‘gazelle, 
roe’ (Bible+); ayc-eni ‘of goatskin’ (Bible+). 

GDPI ayceac ‘ is attested in the Bible more than 30 times, whereas aycic ' — only a 
few [Astuacaturean 1895: 66ab], and NSg ayc-i occurs only in Cyril of Jerusalem, 
Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i and in Commentary on Genesis, in all of them in 
apposition with awdi ‘sheep’. Note that these are the only attestations also for sg. 
awdi, which appears in the Bible always as pl. tant: API awdi-s and GDPI 
awde-a-c' [Astuacaturean 1895: 1554b]. Further, *ayci- is seen in ayce-amn 
‘gazelle, roe’, which renders Gr. óopxág in the Bible and contains a suffix -(a)mn, 
used in other animal names, too [Clackson 1994: 89]. 

For ayc-eni ‘of goatskin’ (Bible+) cf. Moks (see below). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In Zeyt‘un and Mus, as in ClArm., ayc refers to 
the female (3+ years) [HAB 1: 170a]. The same holds for Satax ec, which refers to 
the mother-goat according to M. Muradyan (1962: 83), probably also for Moks ec, 
glossed as *xosa = nanny-goat’ in Orbeli 2002: 224. 

Moks ecna* ‘of goatskin’, found in a riddle describing the shoes (see Orbeli 2002: 
1268"), is comparable with classical ayceni ‘id.’. 
eETYM Since NHB (1: 90b), linked with Gr. aic, aiyóç f. ‘goat’, YAv. izaena- 
‘leathern’, etc. [Hübschmann 1881: 176-177; 1897: 417; HAB 1: 169b]. Probably 
ayc, i-stem derives from fem. *h;(e)ig-ih>-, and ayci-k' (ea-stem) — from 
*h(e)ig-ieh;-; cf. Gr. (Laconian) *aita, on which see s.v. tik **goat's skin’. For the 
philological and etymological discussion I refer to Clackson 1994: 88-90. Note also 
Alb. dhi f. ‘(she-)goat’, probably from *a(i)g-iieh, [Orel 1994: 358; Demiraj 1997: 
160]. See also s.v. gort and 3.5.2.1. Note that Arm. ayc mostly refers to ‘she-goat’ in 
ClArm., and this meaning is still seen in the dialects of Zeyt'un, Mus, Satax and 
Moks. The Armenian form, like the Avestan one, may have derived from zero grade 
*hi$- > *Hy$-, with -y- analogically after NSg *hzeig- (see 2.1.5). We may be 
dealing with a Kulturwort (for the discussion and references, see Kortlandt 1986: 38 
— 2003: 68; Clackson 1994: 218;). 

ClArm. ayc-eni and Moks ecnə° ‘of goatskin’ can be compared with Y Av. izaena- 
‘leathern’. 


ayo ‘yes’ (Bible, Agat'angelos, Ephrem, Dionysius Thrax, Grigor Narekac‘i, Grigor 
Magistros, etc.); often accented ayé [NHB 1: 93a; Astuacaturean 1895: 66-67]; 
sometimes ayoy, e.g. in Daniel 3.91 (Cowe 1992: 176), Dionysius Thrax (also with 


? Note Urart., Hurr. uli- ‘other’, Jahukyan 1963: 34; 1967a: 41; 1987: 422; 1988: 139. 
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an initial h-), etc. Already in the 12" century, ayo was an extinct form, replaced by 
ha [HAB 1: 170b; 3: 3a], q.v. 

eETYM Acafyan (HAB 1: 170-171) considers ayo as an onomatopoeic word and 
mentions similar forms in different languages. He also points out that the notion 
‘yes’ has often a secondary origin or is simply absent from language inventories. 

The onomatopoeic origin of ayo ‘yes’ is probable. Note that the synonym ha is 
certainly onomatopoeic, cf. Georg. ho, Turk. he, etc. (HAB 3: 3a). Nevertheless, I 
putatively propose to derive Arm. ayo ‘yes’ from PIE *h,oiu- ‘life, age, eternity’, cf. 
Skt. dyu- n. ‘life, lifetime’, Av. diiu- n. ‘life, lifetime, time’ (gen.sg. OAv. yaos, 
dat.sg. OAv. yauuoi, yauue, Y Av. yauue), OAv. yauuae-ji- adj. ‘living forever’ (cf. 
Arm. yawéz, i-stem, Iranian loanword), Gr. aidv m. ‘lifetime, time, duration’, Lat. 
aevum n. (also aevus m.) ‘lifetime, eternity’, etc. Intervocalic *-i- has been 
preserved, perhaps due to (secondarily) onomatopoeic nature and/or the accent: 
*h;oiu- > PArm. *ayu > ayo (*u > o due to lowering influence of *a). 

For the typology of making words meaning ‘ever; yes’ and ‘never; no(t)’, see 
Cowgill 1960; see also s.v. oc‘ ‘not’. Compare also Arm. Hung. *kenök‘ (lit. IPI of 
kean-k‘ “life’), Modern Colloquial Armenian kyank'um ‘never’ (< *‘in the life, in 
lifetime’). 

Admitting the onomatopoeic origin of Arm. ayo, N. Mkrté‘yan (1984: 81-82) 
mentions Arab. aiua, Coptic haio ‘yes’. 


ay-s ‘this’, etc. 
See s.v. *s(a/o)- ‘this’. 


ays, o-stem (in Irenaeus: u-stem) ‘wind; (evil) spirit’ (Bible+). 

Astuacaturean (1895: 67b) cites 46 attestations of ays in the meaning ‘spirit’ in 
the Bible, whereas the meaning ‘wind’ occurs only once, in Psalms 10.7 (omitted in 
Astuacaturean, ibid., although the passage is cited in 257a and 258a, s.vv. bazak and 
bazin): ays mrrik bazin bazaki noc‘a (see Zohrapean 1805, 3: 21). This passage 
seems to correspond to Psalms 11.6 in RevStBibl (“a scorching wind shall be the 
portion of their cup”) and 10.6 in Septuaginta (Rahlfs): zveöua kazaıyldog ý uepic 
TOD noTmpiov AVTOV. 

In his commentary on Psalms, Vardan Arewelc‘i (13th cent.) comments upon this 
passage: ays, or e holm “ays, that 1s hotm "wmd" Elsewhere in Psalms, namely 
106.25 and 148.8, the same zveöua Katatyidoc is rendered as hotm ew mrrik. In these 
three passages, thus, zveóua corresponds twice to holm and once to ays. For the 
parallelism between ays and hotm, cf. also Vardan’s commentary; see above. 

The only other attestation of ays in the meaning ‘wind’ is found in the 
well-known passage from Eznik Kolbac‘i (5" cent.): YorZam mek‘ asemk' tē sik‘ 
Snc'e, storneayk' asen — ays 35nc'e “Whereas we say sik‘ blows, the lowers (i.e. 
southerners) say ays blows". On storneayk' 'lowers' rather than asorneayk' 
‘Syrians’ see HAB 1: 172a; A. A. Abrahamyan 1994: 307-308135. In Blanchard/ 
Young 1998: 87, ays is rendered by ‘spirit’ vs. sik‘ ‘breeze’. Indeed, in the previous 
sentence Eznik speaks of the fluctuation between the ideas of ‘wind’ and ‘spirit’: 
aysn holm e, ew hotmn — ogi “the ays [‘evil spirit] is hotm [‘wind’], and the hotm 
[‘wind’] is ogi ['spirit |". However, the rendering of ays as ‘spirit’ vs. sik‘ ‘breeze’ 
in the passage under discussion is not quite accurate since we are dealing with a 
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lexical rather than semantic contrast, and the meaning ays ‘wind’ is reliable, albeit 
rare. Also inaccurate is their note (8735): “The 'southerners', storneayk', are the 
Syrians”, which is in conflict with the form storneayk' (and not asorneayk‘) they 
themselves cite. Note also Schmid's (1900: 75) translation: "Denn wenn wir sagen: 
‘Der milde Wind weht’, so sagen die Syrer: ‘Der Geist weht". 

This passage is a unique testimony of a dialectal feature in the 5" century; see 
HAB 1: 171-172; Aéaryan, HLPatm 2, 1951: 125; Jahukyan 1986: 9; Clackson 
2004-05: 154. Clackson (ibid.) points out that “the Bible translation uses items from 
different dialects”. 

Given the facts that ays has been preserved only in Van (see below), an area that 
is located in the South of the Armenian-speaking territory, and Eznik was native of 
the northerly-located Kolb, one may take this evidence as a historical testimony 
reflecting the dialectal contrast between groups which might be conventionally 
named as the Mu$8/Alaskert/Karin-group and the Van/Agulis/Larabal-group (see 
1.1). 

Among derivatives: ays-a-har “who is struck by an evil spirit’ (Bible+); cf. in 
Vanakan Vardapet Tawusec‘i (13th cent) [Xa&'ikyan 1941: 166b''”]: hareal 
yaysoyn C‘are “struck by an evil spirit". 

See also s.v. zaysaysem. 
eDIAL Preserved only in Van sefan-ays (also setan-ak) ‘a whirling wind-storm, 
twister? [HAB 1: 172a], a compound with sefan ‘table’ as the first member. In 
Amatuni (1912: 585b): Van selanayt ‘twister’ (= satani k'ami ‘wind of Satan’); 
apparently a misprint for sefanays. The sailors of Van Lake considered sefanays to 
be an evil spirit that came to wreck ships whenever it stormed [Garamanlean 1931: 
512b]. 

On aysahar, see s.v. zaysaysem. 
eETYM Ačatyan (HAB 1: 172a) rejects all the etymological attempts, including 
those relating ays to Skt. ásura- m. ‘god, lord’ and Etrusc. ais ‘god’. Jahukyan 
(1983: 87-88; 1987: 450, 462-463; 1988, 1: 64) is inclined to connect the word with 
Skt. asura- m. ‘god, lord, name of a group of gods’, asurá- ‘godlike; demonlike’ 
(RV+), Av. ahu- m. ‘lord, overlord’, Hitt. has- ‘to procreate, give birth’, PGerm. 
*ansuz “Gott, Ase', etc. For Armenian, he assumes *ans-io- (> ays, with regular loss 
of the sibilant before the nasal and with subsequent metathesis *asy- > ays), 
although this is not corroborated by any cognate form. Then he mentions the 
derivation of the PIE word from ""enh;- ‘to breathe’ (on this, see e.g. 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 330b) and states that this is corroborated by the semantics of 
the Armenian word. On the other hand, Jahukyan (1987: 450) also mentions Arab. 
hanzab ‘devil’. 

On the whole, the etymology is uncertain, but not impossible. 

One prefers positing *h2(e)nsu-io- [Olsen 1999: 958], although the expected 
Armenian form seems to be *asu(yo). 

Arguing against the idea that Arm. ays is related with Etrusc. ais ‘god’ and should 
be seen as a MedPont word (on this, see 3.11), Acaryan (HAB 1: 172a) points out 
that the original meaning of the Armenian was ‘breath’, of which ‘spirit, demon’ has 
been developed. However, this does not automatically preclude the connection since, 
at least theoretically, the Etruscan word may have been borrowed from 
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Proto-Armenian, although, of course, the historical and chronological background of 
such a relationship has to be established. 


ayt-k‘, i-stem: GDPI ayt-i-c ‘ in Nersös Lambronac‘i (12" cent.), etc. ‘cheek’ (Bible+); 

aytnum, aor. ayteay (Bible+) ‘to swell’. 

Note also ayt-umn (Bible+), ayt-oyc‘ ‘swelling’? (John Chrysostom, Philo), 
ayt-oc ' (Mxit'ar Herac‘i); later: aytuc 'anem (caus.), etc. 
eDIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 1: 172b. In Svedia, however, one 
finds utec ‘/udec‘ ‘swelling, tumour’, utic 'il/udic'il ‘to swell’, which Andreasyan 
(1967: 265) derives from aytoc‘ (better: aytoyc‘) and aytoc ‘il, respectively. Further: 
K‘esab titec ‘ and ütesg (from aytoyc' and aytoyc ‘-k‘), and verbal titac ‘im (< aytuc -) 
and utac ‘asnim (< aytuc 'anem) [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 195b]. Aéatyan 2003 vacat. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde, connected with Gr. oidée ‘to swell’, oióog n. ‘swelling’, 
OHG eiz ‘abscess, boil’ (from Germ. *aitaz ‘Geschwiir, Gift’), Olr. oil ‘cheek’, etc., 
as well as (Meillet) Lat. aemidus ‘swollen’ (see HAB 1: 172; Pokorny 1959: 774). 
Note also OIc. eista n. ‘testicle’; Lat. fkstis ‘kidneys’, Lith. inkstas ‘kidney’, Plb. 
Jaisto ‘kidneys’ from *h2(o)id-st- [Derksen 1996: 259-261]. Lat. aemidus ‘swollen’ 
probably reflects *h;eid-sm- [Schrijver 1991: 38]. Arm. ayt may be treated as a 
regular s-stem like Gr. oióoc n. and perhaps Germ. *aitaz ‘cheek’ (see Olsen 1999: 
203). This can be accepted only if the i-declension is secondary. 

For the vocalism, see 2.1.5. 


ayrı, GDSg arn, AblSg y-arn-e, ISg aram-b, NPI ar-k', API ar-s, GDPI aran-c‘, Ipl 
aram-b-k‘ (abundant in the Bible) ‘man; husband’. 

Widely attested since the Bible. Classical derivatives based on both ayr- and arn-. 
MidArm. ayr-ik *husband'. See HAB 1: 172-173. 
eDIAL Not preserved in dialects independently. The derivative *ayr-ik (with 
diminutive -ik) ‘husband’, identical with MidArm. ayr-ik ‘husband’, is present in 
numerous Western dialects (ka-group), as well as in Marala and Salmast [HAB 1: 
174b]. Trapizon talar < *tal-ayr ‘husband’s sister's husband’ is composed of tal 
‘husband’s sister’ and ayr ‘husband’ [Acarean 1913: 1008b; HAB 1: 174b]. Xarberd 
arn-e/ank', Nor Naxijewan arn-ak‘ *husband's relatives’ [Aéarean 1913: 133b], and 
*arn-tak' ‘id.’ are considered by Aéafyan (HAB 1: 174b) to be ‘new words’. The 
fact that arn is not present in dialects rather suggests that these formations are 
relatively old. 

The archaic genitive arn has been indirectly preserved in Larabat gen. (ma < 
ClArm. fe-arn, GDSg of ter < *ti-ayr ‘master, lord’ (see Davt‘yan 1966: 483). For a 
clear textual illustration of this Larabat GDSg form, see Grigoryan-Spandaryan 
1971: 422a, proverb Nr. 188. 
eETYM Bugge (1890: 52-53; cf. the earlier attempts listed in HAB 1: 173-174) 
connected Arm. ayr with Gr. avnp (avdpdc, &vópa, pl. &vópeg; ep. also ávépa, 
&vépoc, etc.) ‘man (opp. woman/god/youth); husband’; cf. also Lat. Nerd, neriosus 
‘strong’ [Schrijver 1991: 21], Skt. nár- ‘man, human, hero, warrior’ (RV+), etc. 
Kuiper (1951) posits a Greek old abstract *&vep, *ävap ‘vital energy’ on the basis of 
-ijvop and vop-ow (PIE *A;ner-; cf. Skt. sü-nára-, etc.); cf. Frisk 1: 107 (“wenig 
wahrscheinlich”). 
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Meillet (1896: 151; 1900: 18); 1936: 55, 83, 143, 149) correctly rejects the 
alternative derivation of Arm. ayr from PIE *rsen-: Gr. üponv, -evog ‘male’, etc. 
(Hübschmann 1897: 417-418) and equates Arm. NSg ayr, GDSg arn and API ar-s 
with avnp, àávópóg and PIE acc.pl *anyns respectively, assuming for ayr a 
development comparable to that of Gr. juap vs. Arm. awr ‘day’ (q.v.). Thus: PIE 
*honer (cf. Gr. &vijp) > PArm. *anir > *aynr or *a’n(i)r > ayr (Meillet, ibid.; 
Jahukyan 1967: 237; 1987: 140; cf. 1959: 183-184 and 1982: 118-119; de 
Lamberterie 1978: 243-244; Clackson 1994: 96; Beekes 2003: 169, 185, 205, 210). 
For the anticipation/epenthesis, see 2.1.27.1. For the relative chronology of the loss 
of the nasals in ayr and awr, see Kortlandt 1985: 20 — 2003: 64. The genitive form 
arn implies a metathesis: *h»nr-ós (cf. Gr. &vópóc) > PArm. *anro- > *arno- > arn. 
See further HAB 1: 173-174; AcarLiak 3, 1957: 439; Hamp 1966: 12-13; Greppin 
1983: 285-286; Clackson 1994: 35, 195; Olsen 1984: 103; 1985: 5-6; 1999: 171- 
172; Matzinger 2005: 128-131. For the metathesis, see also 2.1.26.3. 

For the ‘prothetic’ a-, see Beekes 1969: 22, 45, 87; 2003: 182, 185; C. Arutjunjan 
1983: 237; Kortlandt 1987: 62 = 2003: 76; Clackson 1994: 33-35. For the alternation 
-r- : -F- seen in ayr, aramb : arn, see Jahukyan 1967: 312; Clackson 1994: 132. 

Hamp (1966: 12-13) proposed the following scenario. Genitive *arnos (< *anros, 
cf. Gr. àvópóc) beside nominative *aner would have been anomalous. Therefore, the 
nominative *aner was adjusted to *arer > *arir. <...>. This new nominative could 
have dissimilated (“perhaps aided by hayr, etc.?”) to *air > ayr. This is 
unconvincing and unnecessary. For a morphological analysis, see Beekes 1969: 46; 
see also s.vv. awr ‘day’ and anurj ‘dream’. 

The connection of Arm. ayr ‘man’ with Ved. Skt. árya- m. ‘lord, master of the 
house', etc. (Mann 1963: 1; for earlier attempts, see HAB 1: 174) should be 
abandoned since it does not account for the Armenian paradigm (cf. also Greppin 
1983: 286), whereas the traditional etymology is quite convincing (pace C. 
Arutjunjan 1983: 265-269, with a thorough but not very attractive scenario). A 
contamination (cf. Jahukyan 1982: 118; 1987: 182, 287; A. Petrosyan 2002: 85295) is 
possible, albeit unnecessary. 


ayr,, i-stem: GDSg ayr-i, AblSg y-ayr-e, ISg ayr-i-w, LocSg y-ayr-i, GDPI ayr-i-c‘ 
‘cave’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Ararat, Mus, AlaSkert as er and in Van, Ozim, 
Moks, Salmast as her, with an initial h-; see HAB 1: 175a; Acaryan 1952: 101, 244. 
The origin of the initial A- is not clear. An old A- would have yielded x- in these 
dialects. An initial y- seems better. The *ya- gives d- in Van (Alafyan’s Law), with a 
loss of the secondary (voiced) h- which is usually preserved in Ozim, Moks and 
Satax; see 2.3.1 on y-. As has been demonstrated by Weitenberg 1999-2000: 7-15, 
Aéaryan’s Law was anteriour to the development ay > e. It seems, thus, that in Van 
her < *y-ayr the initial h- has been preserved because Aéaryan’s Law did not operate 
in this case. 

Haéon k 'dyoy is a compound with E or ‘stone’ as the first member. 

eETYM Often compared with Gr. &vrpov n. ‘Höhle, Grotte’, assuming *antr-iV- or 
*antér for Armenian; see Pisani 1944: 161-162; Schmitt 1972-74: 23; de 
Lamberterie 1978: 243-245; Jahukyan 1987: 112, 258, 582-583; 1988: 150; 1992: 24 
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(equating also with Urart. theonym Airaini). For more references and a discussion, 
see Clackson 1994: 98, who considers this etymology uncertain. 

The connection with Hitt. hariya- ‘valley’ (see Greppin 1973: 69) is uncertain, 
too. 

Theoretically, the basic meaning of ayr ‘cave’ might have been “empty, 
abandoned, uncultivated (land, place)’; cf. Germ. hohl ‘empty’ : Höhle ‘cave’; Engl. 
hollow, etc. In this case Arm. ayri *widow' (q.v.) should be regarded as a derivative 
(etymologically meaning ‘abandoned’) from ayr ‘cave, empty’; for the semantic 
field, see s.v. xort‘ ‘adulterine, counterfeit; hard, rough’. 


ayrem ‘to burn’ (Bible+). Also z-ayr-anam ‘to be/become angry’. In Deuteronomy 
28.27 (Cox 1981: 184), zayrac'eal k'osov renders Greek wopa dypia “with 
malignant itch, scurvy”. For the passage, see s.v. k‘os ‘scab’. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 176a]. 
eETYM Usually derived from *ayr- "fire' < *HeHter-, cf. Av. atar- / ädr- ‘fire’ (an 
old neuter in -7), perhaps also Lat. ater ‘black, dark’, Olr. aith ‘furnace’, Welsh odyn 
(« *ati-) ‘furnace’, Palaic ha- ‘to be hot’, etc., see de Lagarde 1854: Ke 
Hübschmann 1897: 418; HAB 1: 175; Greppin 1983: 286-287; Beekes apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 202b. On the morphology of Av. atar- / aór- ‘fire’, see 
Beekes 1988: 122-124; Hoffmann/Forssman 1996: 150-152. The Armenian verb is 
denominative (see further Szemerényi 1977: 25, 28, 32). 

Jasanoff (1979: 145; see also Viredaz 2005: 85) proposed a connection with Gr. 
aiva ‘to kindle; to burn (with light)’, Skt. edh- ‘to set alight, kindle; to shine’, etc. 
from PIE *h;eid"- (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 267; Cheung 2007: 157). 
However, the sound development of Arm. -r- from PIE *-d”- is uncertain; see also 
s.v. ur ‘where (to)'. I would expect *ayd- from *h eid'- (see s.vv. awd ‘foot-wear’, 
and awd ‘air’). One might rather assume a contamination between Arm. subst. *ayr- 
‘fire’ and Iran. verbal *H(ajid- (-ö- > -r-), which has resulted in the Armenian verb 
ayr-em (cf. Klingenschmitt 1982: 9816, assuming an Iranian loanword), but this is 
uncertain. 


ayri, ea-stem: GDSg ayrw-o-y, GDPI ayre-a-c‘ (abundant evidence in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 82-83) ‘widow’ (Bible+), ‘widower’ (hapax, in Ephrem; also in 
some dialects). 
eDIAL The compound *orb-ew-ayri ‘widow’ < *‘orphan-and-widow’, although 
literarily unattested, is ubiquitous in the dialects. Note also Zeyt'un eriganag < 
*ayri-knik, as well as folk-etymological erig-gnig (< *ayrik-knik ‘husband-wife’ or 
*man(ly)-wife) *widow' in Tigranakert [HAB 1: 176b]. 

Interesting is ork‘overi in the village of C48ara of Ham$en vs. more normal 
Hamsen ərp 'averi. This can be explained through dissimilation of labiality: p ‘av > 
k‘av. Nor Naxijewan orfari, ofari (older erp 'evari) is due to haplology. 

As stated by Acaryan (HAB 1: 176b), *orb-ew-ayri refers to women. In a 
fairy-tale recorded in Susi (Larabal) in 1926, however, one finds arp ‘veri referring 
to a man (see HZHek' 5, 1966: 59). One also finds Xnus-Bulanox orbewari 
‘widower’ (E. Melik'ean 1964: 206^), as well as Mu& orbevernal (said of a man) 
‘to become a widower’ in a fairy-tale originated in the Mu&-region [HZHek‘ 12, 
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1984: 257-!]. Note also Zeyt‘un ayr-mard ‘a man whose wife has been died (= 
widower)’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 54a]. 

See also s.v. orb *orphan'. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 1: 176b) does not accept any of the etymological attempts, 
including the one (Emin) that derives ayr-i from ayr ‘man, husband’. This idea 
presupposes a basic meaning like ‘woman connected with a husband’ [Clackson 
1994: 93, 219-22035]. It has been assumed that we are dealing with a privative 
*n-formation based upon ayr, thus: *n-ner-iyd ‘having no husband, manless’ 
(Dumézil 1940: 69; see also SaradZeva 1986: 263-264; Jahukyan 1987: 259, 260, 
hesitantly; Olsen 1999: 446). 

Schmitt (1972-74: 23) argues against this etymology that ayri is not only 
feminine. However, the masculine meaning is clearly marginal and should be viewed 
as secondary (compare skesr-ayr ‘husband’s father’ derived from skesur ‘husband’s 
mother"). Greppin (1983: 287) argues that the stem for "man" in Proto-Armenian had 
prothesis: *aner. This is not a decisive argument against the etymology. We can 
assume a development QIE *n-Hner-ieh;- (having) no husband’ > PArm. *ananir- 
ia- > ayri, ayrea- ‘widow’ through haplology and a subsequent sound change as in 
ayr *man, husband' (q.v.). 

If Arm. ayr ‘cave’ (q.v.) basically meant ‘empty/ abandoned/ uncultivated (land, 
place)’, ayri *widow' might be seen as a derivative of it etymologically meaning 
*abandoned'. The etymology of Dumézil 1s more plausible, however. See further 
s.vv. amuri ‘unmarried’ and suk ‘ ‘childless, sterile’. 


ayc* ‘visit, inspection, investigation’, mostly in verbal constructions as ayc‘ arnem, 
etc. (Bible+); in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.27 (1913=1991: 288""?), ayc‘ ew xndir. Later, 
verbs ayc'em in John Chrysostom, Hesychius of Jerusalem, etc., ayc -el-em in 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, etc., and derivatives based on ayc -el-. On -el, see s.vv. 
argel, vayel. 
eETYM Since Pictet, Dervischjan, et al. (see HAB), connected with OHG eisca 
‘question’, OCS iskati ‘to look for, seek’, Skt. icháti ‘to wish, strive after, seek? 
(RV+), etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 418; Scheftelowitz 1927: 225]. Aéaryan (HAB 1: 
177a; 3: 32b, pace Hübschmann) correctly identifies ayc ' with hayc ‘em, q.v. 

According to Kortlandt (1984: 42 — 2003: 55; cf. Schrijver 1991: 38; Beekes 
2003: 142, 182), ayc‘ and hayc‘ reflect o-grade (cf. OE æsce ‘question, search’) and 
e-grade (cf. Lat. aeruscare ‘to beg, ask for’), respectively. For a discussion, see 
Joseph 1984: 46-47. 

Alternatively, ayc‘ can be derived from zero-grade; see Greppin 1983: 287; 1988: 
184; cf. Kortlandt 1983: 12-13 — 2003: 42. This seems more probable. For the 
zero-grade cf. Skt. icháti, etc. One cannot reject this idea solely for the reason that 
the expected reflex of *hi- might be Arm. *hi-. PIE *hzis-sk- could be realized as 
*hais-sk- > PArm. *ayc'- analogically after full-grade hayc‘ from *hzeis-sk-; see 
2.1.5. 


anagan ‘late; evening (time)’ (Bible+). Interesting is the adverbial anagani ‘in the 
evening"; on -i, see 2.2.1.5. 
eDIAL Preserved in several dialects in the meaning ‘late’ and, only in Maras, 
‘evening’ (presumably, as an adjective) [HAB 1: 178a]. Next to forms with an initial 
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a- (Su&'ava, Xarberd, Maraš), there are particularly interesting ones the anlaut of 
which allows to reconstruct a by-form *y-anagan (see Weitenberg 1986: 92-93, 96): 
Van änkyän, Moks hänäkyän, Ozim hangyän [Aéatyan 1952: 244] (for the textual 
evidence, see Ter-Mkrté‘yan 1970: 151, 185a), Satax h’änäkyän [M. Muradyan 
1962: 33, 70, 192], Mus y 'ank on [Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1958: 245a]. See 2.3.1 
for more details. 
eETYM Aëatvan (HAB 1: 178a) leaves the origin of the word open. Jahukyan (1987: 
113, 269) hesitantly connects to aganim ‘to spend the night’; very uncertain. 
Clackson (1994: 223-2245) interprets it as a compound of the privative prefix an- 
and agan ‘early’ (‘not-early’, thus) and connects the latter to ayg ‘morning’. This is 
actually proposed first in NHB 1: 101a (oc* agan, oč‘ and aygn; oč‘ kanux). 
However, agan (q.v.) is only used once, in a late mediaeval song, and, as stated 
by Aéatyan (HAB 1: 75a), means ‘zealous (child, pupil)’ rather than ‘early’. 


analut‘, GDSg anlat‘oy, analut'oy (ASxarhac‘oyc‘) ‘a kind of deer, hind’; probably 
‘fallow deer’. 


Deuteronomy 

The oldest attestation is found in Deuteronomy 14.5 (see Cox 1981: 136), in a list 
of seven animals which are allowed to be eaten. The list is a part of the enumeration 
of clean and unclean animals that is largely repeated in Leviticus 11. The Armenian 
word analut‘ corresponds to Gr. kaumAo-napödodıg ‘giraffe’ and Hebrew zamr. The 
latter cannot be identified with certainty. It, as well as the Peshitta equivalent, is 
interpreted as  rupicapra/chamois (see BiblSacrPolygl 1, 1657: 778; 
NovVulgBiblSacr 1979: 266; Spinage 1968: 39). Targum Ongelos has ‘mountain 
goat’ [Drazin 1982: 158] or ‘mountain sheep’ [Grossfeld 1988: 50], Targum Neofiti 
1: ‘buffalo’ or ‘wild ox’ [McNamara 1997: 79, 79,2]. Wevers (1995: 242) considers 
Gr. xaunio-ndpoadicg ‘giraffe’ as an odd translation and notes: “Obviously the 
translator did not know the word”. 

If the Armenian translator were blindly rendering Gr. kaunko-napöalıs being 
unaware what animal is dealt with he would have made a calque like uft-inj or 
anj-utt (which we do find in later literature, including ASxarhac‘oyc‘, see below), as 
in the following examples from the animal-lists in Deuteronomy 14 and Leviticus 
11: Op1o-uayns : oj-a-mart, uv-yaAsj : mkn-ak'is, youou-Aéov : getn-arewc. Instead, 
the translator has chosen a rare and structurally/ etymologically opaque term 
(analut^), and this seems significant. One may treat this as a possible remnant of a 
Syriac-based translation in the Armenian Bible (on the problem, see Cox 1981: 6f, 
301-327; Cowe 1992: Sf, 229f, 419f). 

A careful collation of the animal lists in Deuteronomy 14 and Leviticus 11 shows 
that the Armenian Deuteronomy followed the Greek text less slavishly than the 
Armenian Leviticus. Another interesting fact is that, in four cases, the Armenian 
translators of Deuteronomy and Leviticus have chosen different synonyms for 
rendering the same items, and the variants of Deuteronomy are mostly rare and 
opaque: ypty, Adpos, kókvoc, kópač > Deut. korc, cay, p‘or, ori vs. Levit. paskuc, 
oror, karap, agraw, respectively. In view of these considerations as well as the 
analysis of the evidence from ASxarhac‘oyc‘ and the etymology of the word analut' 
(see below), one may hypothetically assume that: 
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(1) the translator of the Armenian Deuteronomy was different from that of 
Leviticus; 

(2) he was native of NW Armenia; 

(3) analut' reflects a term different from Gr. kaundo-napöadıs ‘giraffe’. 

Asxarhac 'oyc ‘ 

Next, we encounter the word twice in the 7"-century Armenian Geography 
(A&xarhac'oyc*) by Anania Sirakac‘i. Among the animals of Ethiopia, an animal is 
mentioned as resembling analut‘ (Soukry 1881: 21°"; Eremyan 1972-73, A: 230): 
kendani inč‘ nman anlat‘oy, mardamart ew anuSahot “a certain animal resembling 
an(a)lut', *man-fighting" and aromatic". In the short recension one finds the 
following readings for anlat‘oy: y-analut‘ [MovsXorenMaten 1865: 599], 
z-analut‘-oy (HAB 1: 179a, without an exact reference), z-analut (with an 
unaspirated -t, that is printed in a different font [A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 344"°°]). 
In the version of T‘ovmas Kilikec‘i (14" cent.): nalut‘ [Anasyan 1967: 282-7]. 

Attempts have been made to emend or re-interpret the passage: “un animal 
semblable a la girafe: ressemble au léopard; animaux belliqueux et suavéolents” 
[Soukry 1881: 28]; “a certain animal resembling a giraffe; [and also other] ferocious 
and gentle [animals]” [Hewsen 1992: 51]. The epithets mardamart and anusahot, 
thus, are separated from the analut‘-like animal which is unfounded and 
unnecessary. This is clearly corroborated by the short recension. I follow the 
ModArm. translation by Abrahamyan and Petrosyan (1979: 279), which takes the 
passage as it appears in manuscripts, without any emendations: analut'i nman mi 
kendani, ora mardamart € ew anusahot. Note that Hewsen (1992: 51A) translates 
the corresponding passage of the short recension in the same way, without 
emendation: “an animal like a giraffe, that is ferocious but aromatic". 

For anit ‘oy, Hewsen (1992: 99,,2) reconstructs a NSg *analet‘ which is a mistake 
or misprint. The correct form is certainly analut‘. 

That analut‘ does not refer to ‘giraffe’ is corroborated by the fact that analut' is 
also mentioned as an animal in the Armenian province of Gugark‘ [Soukry 1881: 
34-! (French transl. “la girafe”, p. 46); MovsXorenMaten 1865: 610; A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 350'*!; Eremyan 1963: 110; Hewsen 1992: 65, 65A]. The 1944 
edition again has analut, with an unaspirated -t. 
eDIAL As convincingly demonstrated by Acaryan (HAB 1: 179a; Aéatyan 1947: 12, 
220; see also Eremyan 1963: 92a), Hamsen on/ut' (in Canik: anlut) ‘hind’ 
undoubtedly continues ClArm. analut‘. The word belongs to the 4" declension of 
the dialect of HamSen: GSg onluton, AblSg onlutá [Aéatyan 1947: 46, 96, 220]. 

The GDSg form onlut'on occurs in a tale told by Arak'si Lazaryan-P'ac'ajyan (a 
survivor of the Genocide, a former inhabitant of Trapizon) and recorded by B. 
T‘orlak‘yan (1986: 3575) in 1966: onlut‘on pes t fav gnac‘ tuna ` “(he) flew like a 
deer and went home". Here (241b) onlut' is glossed as etnik, paxra, jeyran. 

As we have seen, analut‘ is attested in ASxarhac‘oyc‘, among others, in readings 
anlat'-oy, with syncope of the medial -a-, and analut, with unaspirated -t. Both 
features coincide with Hamsen >nlut. Here, thus, we are dealing with an interesting 
case which can illustrate the relationship between the manuscript readings and the 
real dialectal forms. This is also relevant for establishing certain phonological 
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features within the framework of absolute chronology. Particularly interesting is the 
metathesis, if my etymology is correct (see below). 
eSEMANTICS ‘giraffe’ or ‘a kind of deer’? 

analut' is taken by Soukry, Hewsen (see also 1992: 991,5), and Greppin (1983a: 
15) as meaning ‘giraffe’, which is based on the Biblical attestation and seems to be 
wrong. More probably, the unspecified animal which is said to resemble analut* 
may have been the giraffe. It can be argued against this that the giraffe does occur 
explicitly (2ncult) in the same passage. However, Anania Sirakac‘i hardly ever saw a 
giraffe, and he might have been unaware that the giraffe (the denotatum of ancuft) is 
identical with the animal which according to his information resembled analut‘. 

Indeed, ancient authors often describe the giraffe as a typically Ethiopian animal; 
see Pliny, Nat. Hist. 8.27 (1947: 53); Spinage 1968: 51-52 et passim. Because of his 
extraordinary appearance, the giraffe was mostly considered a ferocious beast, 
although already Pliny (ibid.) and Strabo showed this being wrong [Spinage 1968: 
Alf, 73; Dagg 1982: 2f]. This explains the epithet mardamart. On anusahot, see 
below. 

Since the existence of giraffes in Armenia is excluded, the identification of 
analut‘ is considered problematic (see Hewsen 1992: 204535, with references). It 
probably denotes a kind of deer (cf. the Peshitta and Aramaic equivalents of analut‘ 
in the Biblical passage) familiar to Anania Sirakac‘i as well as to the translator of the 
Armenian Deuteronomy and somehow comparable or confused with the giraffe. In 
this respect, the dialect of Hamsen provides us with an indispensable information. 


Identification: ‘Fallow deer’ 

The main representative of Cervidae was certainly the red deer, i.e. Cervus 
elaphus maral, which was ubiquitous in the historical Armenia and is represented by 
eljeru and ein. Next to this, Arm. ere is the generic term for ‘deer’. In the same list 
(Deuteronomy 14), next to analut', one finds efjeru rendering Gr. ZAagogc. In 
Asxarhac‘oyc‘, we encounter ere several times, and efjeru in the context of Bar 
Hayk‘. One may wonder why the author uses another word for the province of 
Gugark‘. The answer may be twofold: analut‘ denoted a different kind of deer, or 
analut‘ was dialectally confined to the area of Gugark‘. 

The best candidate for the denotatum of analut‘ is, in my view, the fallow deer, 
Dama dama. The Common (European) fallow deer Dama dama dama is native in 
Europe and the Northern half of Turkey up to the Pontic area, excluding almost all 
the territory of the historical Armenia; see Whitehead 1972: 86f, espec. maps 15 (p. 
87) and 16 (p. 88). Thus, the NW margins of the historical Armenia (including 
Hamsen and surroundings) are the only areas where the fallow deer is native. This 
implies that the historical evidence from ASxarhac‘oyc‘ on the attribution of analut‘ 
to the province of Gugark‘, as well as the fact that the word has been preserved only 
in the dialect of Hamsen are not accidental. Unlike most kinds of deer, and amongst 
them the red deer (maral) which normally hardly have any spots [Whitehead 1972: 
71], the fallow deer is heavily spotted [Chapman/Chapman 1975: 22, 24]. This may 
have been one of the reasons for confusing/comparing analut‘ with the giraffe. 
Another remarkable thing is that in the long recension of ASxarhac‘oyc‘ (Soukry 
1881: 21) analut' and/or the Ethiopian animal resembling analut‘ is characterized as 
anuSahot ‘aromatic’. This too brings us close to the fallow deer which has several 
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scent glands [Chapman/Chapman 1975: 78-81]. Here (p. 79) we read: “The presence 
of interdigital or pedal glands has long been recognised: in medieval times the 
fallow buck and doe were described as beasts of sweet foot (emphasis mine, HM). 
At the base of each leg, in the mid-line immediately above the two cleaves of the 
hoof, is a fissure or narrow pocket in the skin. On the hind feet a pale yellow, soft 
waxy secretion, with a not unpleasant fatty-acid odour reminiscent of rancid butter, 
can be seen adhering to the hairs lining the pocket. The strength of the smell, as 
judged by the human nose, remains about the same throughout the year in both 
sexes”. 

One might even be tempted to emend anusahot to *anus-a-ot “(having) sweet 
foot"; but this is risky and cannot be verified. As for the peculiar scent of the giraffe, 
I refer to Dagg 1982: 72f (with lit.). 

In Stefano 1996: 317 we read: “All the known representatives of the genus Dama 
prefer (or preferred) to live close to humid zones and open areas". Concerning a 
particular representative of the late Middle Pleistocene, namely Dama dama 
tiberina, we learn that *it is characteristic of temperate-warm and rather humid 
climates, similar to the environments favoured by the Clacton fallow deer. <...> it 
prefers deciduous and opened wooded areas with oaks, beeches and other temperate 
and mediterranean elements (evergreen oleander and strawberry trees); finally, this 
fallow deer seems to be more distributed near the coasts <...>“ [Stefano/Petronio 
1997: 71-72]. 

Being located in a coastal zone and abounding in humid forests, oaks and beeches 
(see espec. T*orlak'yan 1982: 25f, 31, etc.), the HamSen area would have provided 
the fallow deer with these favourable conditions. The beech-tree (hacaracar) is 
mentioned in Asxarhac‘oyc‘, next to analut', see below. As far as the oleander is 
concerned, note that Arm. cp ‘ni probably referring to ‘oleander’ (Galen, Geoponica, 
etc.) seems to be dialectally present only in Trapizon (see HAB 3: 217b). 
eETYM To the best of my knowledge, analut' has not yet received an etymological 
explanation (see HAB 1: 179a; Olsen 1999: 938). 

I propose a connection with PIE *h e/ol-Hn-ih;- ‘deer, hind’: OCS alenii ‘doe’, 
SCr. lane ‘doe’, Russ. lan’ ‘fallow deer, doe’, Lith. é/nis ‘deer’, OPr. alne ‘Tier’ 
(see Toporov, PrJaz, a-d, 1975: 77; Euler 1985: 91), MIr. ailit f. ‘doe, hind’, 
MWelsh elein ‘young deer, doe, hind-calf’, alanet ‘young deer, doe, hind-calf’, etc. 
(see EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 19-21; Adams 1985: 273-276; Schrijver 1995: 
78-79). According to Schrijver (1995: 79), MIr. ailit reflects PIE *h ‚el-(H)n-t-iH- or 
*hiel-en-t-iH-. The same dental determinative may be reconstructed also for the 
Armenian, but the stem formation would be different: *-t-h>-o-; cf. Arm. ort‘ ‘calf; 
fawn’ from *pórt-h;-u- vs. ordi ‘offspring, son’, awri-ord, a-stem ‘virgin’, Gr. 
zópiig, -ıog f. ‘calf, young heifer/young cow, zópraé f. ‘calf’, etc. (see s.vv. and 
2.1.18.2). 

The development was, then, as follows: PIE *A;(o)I-Hn-th;o- > PArm. *alant"o- 
> *alant" (apocope). The -u- in analut' can be explained as an analogical restoration, 
as in ant‘ : anut‘ ‘armpit’ (see Jahukyan 1983: 88). 

This etymology involves a metathesis ...n > n...l, of which a few cases can be 
found in the dialect of Hamsen (2.1.26.3). Remarkably, the same metathesis is seen 
in a word that is etymologically related to analut', namely Gr. ëveñoç: veßpog 
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‘young of the deer, fawn’ (Hesychius). As I try to demonstrate in 2.1.26.3, in the 
dialect of HamSen the phonotactics of the sonants n and / seems to be governed by 
three rules: (1) n.../ > n... (unchanged), cf. anali > onli, etc.; (2) L..n > n...1 (cf. sIni > 
Snlik‘, etc.); (3) n...n > L..n (cf. ananux > onluxk‘, etc.). In all the three cases the 
outcome is n.../. The n...l is thus the most preferred sequence of these sonants. 

In the light of what has been said, the etymology of analut' < *alan(u)t' becomes 
more significant since it represents an old dialectal word with the same metathesis 
attested already in the Classical period. 

We see that the historical evidence from Asxarhac‘oyc‘ (i.e. the restriction of 
analut‘ **fallow deer’ to the province of Gugark‘) is corroborated by dialectological 
(preserved only in Hamsen, very close to the Western border of Gugark‘) and 
zoological (cf. the geographic distribution of the fallow deer) data. As is shown in 
1.6 and 1.7, one can take Asxarhac'oyc as a reliable source for identifying this kind 
of old dialectal (or geographically restricted) words. 


Conclusion 

I conclude that analut' (o-stem in ASxarhac‘oyc‘) refers to ‘fallow deer’, derives 
from PIE *A;(o)I-Hn-th;o- (cf. Lith. élnis ‘deer’, Russ. lan’ ‘fallow deer, doe’, MIr. 
ailit f. "doe, hind’, etc.) with metathesis (seen also in Gr. évedoc) that is peculiar to 
Hamsen and adjacent dialects and already in the Classical period was dialectally and 
zoologically restricted to NW of the Armenian speaking territory. 

Recently, N. Mkrtéjan 2005: 257-258 treated analut‘ as a Semitic loan, cf. Akkad. 
naialu, nalu ‘roe deer’ (see Landsberger 1950: 33; SemEtymDict 2, 2005: 223-224), 
with the abstract suffix -ūtū. This comparison is quite attractive. The initial a- is 
obscure, although this is not decisive. If this etymology is correct, the connection 
with the PIE word for ‘deer’ should be abandoned. On the other hand, the alternation 
Arm. ein : analut‘ vs. Gr. éAAóG : Evelog : Welsh alanet remains attractive, too. If we 
are not dealing with a European-Semitic migratory animal name, one may perhaps 
assume a blend of PArm. (< IE) *alan-t'- or *anal-t"- and PArm. (< Sem.) *nalut-. 


anari, ea-stem (GSg anarwoy in “Cafantir”, GPI anareac‘ in Hexaemeron) 
‘enormous’. Attested since the 5" century. 

In Eznik Kolbac'i 1.25 (1994: 84): jkunk' anarik‘ covakank' “monstrous sea fish 
(pl.)”. 

In P‘awstos Buzand 5.37 (1883-1984: 202-55 transl. Garsoian 1989: 218): 
zaync on" ayrn zanheded zanari “this man of enormous size". 

In Movsés Xorenac'i 1.11 (1913-1991: 36^; transl. Thomson 1978: 87): nizak 
anari “a monstrous lance"; 1.26 (76^; transl. 116): isk errordn zvisap anari sanjeal 
“but the third rode a monstrous dragon"; 3.9 (267.7; transl. 262): anari omn skay 
vareal “a fearsome armed giant". 

In Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.) [A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 2285, about a hunted 
wild boar: ew vasn zi anari er tesleamb, ksrec'i “and since [the boar] was anari by 
appearance, I weighed [it]". 

In Movsös Katankatuac‘i (1983: 3297": transl. Dowsett 1961: 217): visapajukn 
mi anari nman lerin *a dragon-fish as large as a mountain". 

Two later attestations quoted in NHB 1: 116b: orj visapi anarwoy “Lair of the 
enormous dragon" (“Carantir”); sparazineal anari nizakök‘ “armed with enormous 
Spears". 
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eETYM The word is analysed as distinct from an-ari ‘uncourageous’, which is 
undoubtedly correct, and is derived from the Iranian form of ‘non-Aryan’, cf. YAv. 
anairiia-, Pahl. aner ‘non-Aryan, ignoble’ [HAB 1: 181-182]. Dumézil (1997: 3-4) 
accepts this etymology and for the semantics compares Lat. in-gens 'vast, huge": 
“was unserem Geschlechte nicht zustimmt, daher über die Grösse und Art unseres 
Geschlechtes hinausgeht" (« Fick). 

I alternatively propose to treat anari as an- + *ar- + -i, with the root *ar- that 
may be identical with Arm. *ar- seen in y-arm-ar ‘fitting’, arnem (1SgAor arari) ‘to 
make; to create’, y-arem ‘to put together’, ard ‘shape’, from PIE *h;er- ‘to fit’; cf. 
Gr. épapioxa ‘to fit together, construct, equip’, etc. Thus, an-ar-i basically means 
*unshaped, deformed’; cf. an-ard-i(l), where *ar- is replaced by a derivative of the 
same ard-. 


*angi 

eDIAL Larabat *angi ‘thin, emaciated’, also in a compound with //ar ‘id.’ as the first 
member: /far-angi. From the illustration given by himself (Inc' € hac‘ c'es utum, 
angi es darel “Why don't you eat; you have become an angi !”), Acarean (1913: 
95b) concludes that angi must have denoted a kind of unknown animal. Cf. also angi 
ktrel ‘to become (lit: to cut) thin’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 56a]. For //lar-angi 
compare /far-mozi (pejor., colloquial) ‘thin calf’; Van parakik t'osun tle mi “a boy 
(that is like a) thin /cattle/arjat/” in a fairy-tale [HZHek‘ 14, 999: 13-39] recorded in 
1915 (p. 16). 

eETYM According to Jahukyan (1972: 308), belongs to IE *A»(e)ng""i- ‘snake’; cf. 
s.v. awj. He does not give any details. The connection seems to be formally 
satisfactory. The labiovelar is not palatalized because of the preceding nasal; cf. 
*penk"e > hing ‘five’, etc. 

However, one has to account for the relationship between awj and *angi. The 
strange shape of the former is usually explained by the influence of the labiovelar, as 
in awcanem ‘to anoint'. This rule may have only functioned in the zero grade. The 
IE word under discussion displays forms with both full (Lith. angis, OPr. angis 
‘snake’) and zero (OHG unc ‘snake’) grades, Lat. anguis ‘snake’ and Olr. esc-ong 
‘eel’ (lit. *water-snake") being ambiguous (see Schrijver 1991: 43-44, 60). One may 
therefore reconstruct a HD i-stem: NSg. *h,eng""-öi, GSg. *hng""-i-ós. The PArm. 
paradigm would then be as follows: NSg. *(h)angufi) > *ang-(i), GSg. *an"giyo- > 
awji (= ClArm. GSg.). Then the genitive has been generalized (with a new 
nominative awj), while *ang-i has been preserved in Larabal. Note especially acu? 
‘coal’ : Hakan — Larabat, etc. *ancut (see s.v.). Uncertain. 

See also s.vv. awji-k' ‘collar’, anglay-k‘. 


angt,, GDSg angel (Job 28.7), GDPI anget-a-c' (Job 15.23, Hexaemeron), ang/kel-c * 
(Hesychius of Jerusalem, reading var. in Hexaemeron), NPI ange?-k‘ (Hexaemeron), 
IPl anket-a-w-k' (Yaysmawurk‘) ‘vulture’. 

Renders Gr. yoy, yozóg m. ‘vulture’ in the Bible (Leviticus 11.14, Job 15.23, 
28.7, 39.27) and Hexaemeron 9 (see K. Muradyan 1984: 273-5, 278.5, Greek 
match: 372a). 


1 Yet another etymology is provided by Lap‘anc‘yan 1961: 161-162. 
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eDIAL Karin angi, Larabat ang [HAB 1: 184a], Goris ang [Margaryan 1975: 75, 
111, 313a]. See further below. 

eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 1: 184a. Jahukyan (1982: 105; 1987: 412; 
see also A. Petrosjan 1987: 60-61) derives the word from *ank/g- (= *hzenk-) ‘to 
bend’, motivating the semantics by the form of the beak. For the *-/- he compares 
Toch. A onkaläm ‘elephant’, B onkolmo/a ‘id.’, Toch. A. ancäl ‘bow’. Different 
etymologies have been suggested for PToch. *onkolmo, among them also a 
derivation from PIE *h enk- ‘to bend’: Gr. &ykUAog ‘curved, bent’, OIc. ongull 
‘fishhook’, OHG angul ‘fishhook, prick, hinge’, etc. [Adams 1999: 113] (for the 
root, see also s.v an(u)t‘ ‘armpit’). 

The Greek and Germanic forms are formally and semantically close to Arm. ang? 
(ankt in Geoponica, API anget-s three times in Paterica) ‘handle of a pot or basket’. 
This word is considered an Iranian loan by Aéaryan (HAB 1: 184a), cf. Pers. 
angal(a), angıl, angül(a) “button, button-hole, loop’ (for the forms, see also 
Steingass 115ab). In my view, Arm. angi ‘handle’ can better be derived from 
*h;enk-u-l- and be thus connected with the Greek and Germanic forms (cf. some 
earlier comparisons rejected in HAB). Remarkably, the Armenian dialectal forms of 
this ang? lack the final AJ as those of ang? ‘vulture’; cf. Zeyt'un, Arabkir, Xarberd, 
etc. *ang ‘handle of a pot’, Ararat ang ‘ring on the edge of a sack for wheat" [HAB 
1: 184b]. Important is Svedia üngüt ‘handle’ [HAB 3: 604a; Acaryan 2003: 559] or 
angat “the bowed handle of a pot or basket’ [Andreasyan 1967: 220, 353b]. 

I conclude that Arm. ang? (API anget-s in Paterica; dial. *ang and *angf) ‘handle 
of a pot or basket’ and Arm. ang? ‘vulture’ (Bible+; dial. *ang and *ang?) derive 
from *A;enk-u-l-, cf. Gr. ayköAog ‘curved, bent’, OIc. ongull *fishhook', OHG angul 
*fishhook, prick, hinge’, etc. Pers. angal(a), angil, angül(a) “button, button-hole, 
loop’ is semantically farther off from the Armenian. It can be related if the original 
meaning was something like ‘ringed handle’ or ‘hinge’; cf. the meaning of Ararat 
ang above.'' For the semantic shift ‘curved, bent’ > ‘vulture’ (i.e. ‘having a curved 
beak, hook-beaked’) cf. kor(c) ‘curved’ > korc ‘gryphon, vulture’, which renders Gr. 
ypby, -ypozóc 'gryphon, vulture’ in Deuteronomy 14.12. Note also dial. (Van) 
kor-c 'anangk ‘kite’ (see s.vv. korc ‘vulture’ and c ‘in *kite"). The same semantics is 
also seen in the above-mentioned Greek match of Arm. korc, namely ypty, which 
also means ‘anchor’ or the like, and may be related or associated with ypozóg 
*hook-nosed, curved, hooked, aquiline’. 


angb ‘handle of a pot or basket’. 
@ETYM See s.v. angh. 


angti ‘prostitute’. 

Attested only in John Chrysostom: Zangtin ew zsamti anun koc'es zbozn ew 
zpornikn; see HAB 4: 168b (in 1: 185b — pornikn). Not in NHB. In the above-cited 
passage, angti and samti are taken as synonyms to boz and pornik, both meaning 
‘prostitute’. 

@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded. 


' A contamination is possible too. 
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I hypothetically suggest a connection with Moks äng’üt [Orbeli 2002: 202], 
dng’ ut ‘a fruit that has fallen from the tree’ [M. Muradyan 1982 /HBrbAtl/: 137]. M. 
Muradyan (ibid.) treats it as composed of -ut, although this suffix usually expresses 
the idea of having sth. or abounding in sth. (see Jahukyan 1998: 35 for a list). The 
same root, namely *ank- in ank-anim ‘to fall’, has formed another synonym in the 
same dialect, namely ang(a)uk (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 56b), with the suffix 
-uk. 
eETYM No etymological proposal is known to me. 

In my view, angti may be derived from ankanim / anganim ‘to fall down’, which 
also means ‘to sin, prostitute’ already in the classical period. The IE suffix 
*_fi(io/eh,)- appears in Armenian as -t 7, -di (with voicing of the *-t- after resonants) 
or -ti (under assimilatory influence of the preceding voiceless unaspirated stops; cf. 
Ikti ‘lewd, licentious’, apparently from /knim ‘to behave licentiously, etc.’ (see 2.3.1, 
on *-ti-). Thus, ang-ti (originally *ank-ti, with secondary voicing like in 
ankanim/anganim) actually meant ‘the fallen one’. 

The synonymous samti (q.v.), also a hapax found next to angti, seems to contain 
the same suffix, but the root *sam- is otherwise unknown. 


and, in the Bible: mostly o-stem; several times i-stem (GDSg and-i, ISg and-i-w); 
LocSg y-and-i ‘cornfield, arable field’, dial. also ‘pastureland’; and-astan, a-stem 
‘cornfield; estate’ (Bible+). In Paterica, hand, with an initial h- (cf. the dialectal 
forms). 

On Loc. y-and-i, see below. 
eDIAL Preserved mostly in the Northern and Eastern dialects, with an initial h-: 
Karin, T‘iflis, Ararat hand, Axalc‘xa hant, Larabat händ, etc. [HAB 1: 186b]. 
Acaryan (1913: 637a) cites only the meaning ‘cornfield, estate’. One finds 
considerable evidence pointing also to *pastureland' (for examples, see below). This 
is corroborated by e.g. DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1064c as well: hand ‘a superficial 
measure of pastureland that can be grazed in one day’. 

Some of the compounds and derivatives deserve special attention: Larabal 
händ-ä-vär ‘estate, landed property, house with all possessions and Mus 
hand-a-vor-ek‘ *house-interior with courtyard, etc.’ [Aéarean 1913: 637ab; HAB 1: 
186ab]. Further: Ararat, Mu$, etc. (h)and u (h)andastan ‘cornfields, landed 
property’, Ararat hand-awor ‘people working on cornfield’ [Amatuni 1912: 30b, 
386a]. The textual illustrations by Amatuni corroborate that hand and its compounds 
mainly refer to cornfields and pastureland (see also below) rather than to fields in 
generic sense that are not involved in economy. Note also the description of hand as 
‘rpynmoBoii yuactox’ (Cajkend-Getasen) in DZejranov 1898: 69. 

Udi händ ‘cornfield’ and händävär ‘surroundings’ are considered as Armenian 
loans [HAB 1: 186b]. One can be more specific: they are obviously borrowed 
directly from Larabat. 

The word and is scarcely represented in the Western dialects. Acaryan records 
only Karin and, in a compound, Mus (see above). A further possible trace may be 
seen in Sebastia: grofin anta ‘cornfield/pastureland of the Otherworld’ [Gabikean 
1952: 60, 157] (cf. the corresponding IE notion, Puhvel 1969). 

Textual illustrations for Larabat händ-i ‘in a pastureland’: In HZHek* 5, 1966: 
538-1, taesnum min händi min &'oban vexc'ar a aracc‘nam : “sees (that) a shepherd 
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grazes sheep in a pastureland”; at 540 and 609 — händin. In a riddle (Barxutareanc‘ 
1898: 51): Mi kov unem — handi a “I have a cow, (which) is in pastureland”. Further: 
HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 209'°, 215'?, 464"°. In a fairy-tale, it is told that a man goes to die 
in the field — händi maerne [Nmu&LernLarab 1978: 81'°]. 

In Lori, e.g. in a fairy-tale from the village of Snot (recorded by Hm. MaZinyan; 
see Nawasardeanc‘ 5, 1889: 64", 69^; = HZHek‘ 8, 1977: 16°73, 19"), where the 
Calf (Mozi) gnum a handa racelu “goes to the pastureland to graze”. 

The meaning ‘pastureland’ is also seen in L. Atayan 1979: 62 Mi aravot, 
tavara hand tanelu zamanak, <...> : “One morning, at the time of taking the cattle to 
pastureland, <...>“. 
eETYM Usually connected with Toch. A ant, B ante ‘surface’ [Lidén 1937: 89-91], 
Skt. ándhas- n. ‘sprout of the Soma-plant’, Gr. &vdoc n. ‘flower’, &ávóéc ‘to bloom, 
blossom’, etc., see Pokorny 1959: 40; Jahukyan 1963a: 89; 1987: 112, 157 (also 
anjut ‘calf ); IlliC-Svityé 1964: 4; Greppin 1983: 288; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
873; Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 207b; Matzinger 2005: 41. 

However, Toch. A dnt, B änte ‘surface; forehead’ is now derived from PIE 
*h;ent-o- < *h;ent- ‘front, forehead’, cf. Skt. dnta- ‘end, limit’, Hitt. hant-, etc. (see 
Adams 1999: 43, with lit.). Olsen (1999: 181-182) accepts the connection of Arm. 
and with the Tocharian < */;ent-o-. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 186a) notes that Larabat händ-ä-vär ‘estate, landed property, 
house with all possessions’ and Mus hand-a-vor-ek‘ *house-interior with courtyard, 
etc.’ point to a collective meaning "house and properties’. He (ibid.) takes and to be 
identical with and- ‘door-frame, threshold, vestibule’ (q.v.) which has also 
developed the meaning ‘house’, cf. dial. *andiwor ‘house-personal, family’. 

Aéaryan’s interpretation seems preferable to me. A semantic expansion seems to 
have taken place: ‘door-frame, threshold, vestibule’ > ‘court, courtyard’ > ‘estate; 
household; family’; cf. OCS dvor» ‘court, courtyard’, Lith. dväras ‘estate’, Av. 
duuar- ‘door, court’, etc., from the PIE word for ‘door’ (Arm. durn, dur- ‘door’, cf. i 
dur-s ‘outdoors, outside"). Note also Av. avahuua loc.pl. ‘house’ which probably 
derives from the PIE word for 'doorframe, doorposts’ (cf. YAv. giviia- f.pl. 
*door-post^). Further, note Arm. and-i/-eay ‘cattle’ (q.v.). The ‘cornfield’ is taken, 
thus, as ‘the outer part of estate/properties’; cf. e.g. Moks tarnart ‘cornfields that are 
close to the village’ (“Onm3Kue k nepesHe mous") [Orbeli 2002: 335], obviously 
composed of durn ‘door’ and art ‘cornfield’. 

However, the word is inflected both as an o-stem and an i-stem, the former being 
dominant. Note also Arm. und, o-stem, i-stem, a-stem ‘edible seed, grain’, with 
initial h- in Nonnus, etc. and in most of the dialects (q.v.), as well as Sem. *h-n-t 
‘grains’ which is usually compared with PIE *hzend"-; see Ilié-Svityé 1964: 4; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 873; Jahukyan 1987: 450. Since the semantic 
relationship ‘cornfield’ : ‘grains’ is plausible (cf. Av. uruuara- ‘flora’, MIr. arbor 
‘grain, corn’ vs. Gr. dépovpa ‘corn-lands, fields’, Skt. urvara- ‘arable land, field 
yielding crop’, Arm. harawunk‘ ‘sowing-field, arable land’, q.v.), one might suggest 
a conflation of two PArm. words: *and-i-/-a- ‘doorframe, vestibule’ > ‘house with 
landed properties’ vs. *(h)and, o-stem ‘cornfield, pastureland’ and *(h)und, o-stem 
‘edible seed, grain’. Arm. *(h)und probably reflects *hond'-os-, with h- from 
zero-grade oblique stem. Alternatively: from Sem. *hunt-. 
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According to N. Simonyan (1979: 219-220), the initial h- of hand ‘cornfield’ 
comes from a PIE laryngeal. This cannot be excluded. The forms hand and and may 
reflect NSg *h>enHt- and obl. *hnt- (or h>end"- and obl. *h;nd^-), respectively. 
However, the vocalism of Larabat händ cannot be explained from *hand. I suggest 
to derive it from *y-and or *y-(h)and, through Acaryan's Law, see 2.3.1. This form 
may have arisen due to the generalization of the ClArm. locative y-and-i, seen in 
Larabat händ-i (see above). 


*and- 'door-frame; threshold, vestibule': dial. (Van, Surmalu) *andiwor “family; 
(euphem.) wife, spouse’; and-astak ‘vestibule’ (John Chrysostom); probably also 
dial. (Nerk‘in Basen, AlaSkert) *and-kal ‘a beam under which big pillars were put’; 
dr-and (prob. i-stem): NSg drand, APl z-drand-s, GDPI drand-i-c‘ (as a reading 
variant); dr-and-i (ea-stem): GDSg drand-w-oy, LocSg ar drand-w-oj, NP 
drand-i-k', GDPI drand-e-ac‘ (all in the Bible) ‘space before a door, porch; 
threshold’ (Bible); dial. (Mu8/Bulanox, Hamsen, etc.) *dr-and-i ‘the upper 
horizontal part of the door-frame or at a balcony’, in Bulanex also *dr-and-ay ‘id.’. 

Here are some of the Biblical attestations of dr-and(-i). 

NSg drand is attested only in Isaiah 6.4: verac ‘aw drandn i jaynen ` énýpůnų tò 
bméptvpov dg tho pwvic (“the foundations of the thresholds shook at the voice of 
him”). 

In Astuacaturean 1895: 414b one finds no forms indicating the i-stem of drand. 
The only evidence comes from Ezekiel 43.8 (NHB 1: 642c). Here, API dr-and-s is 
found next to GDPI drand-e-a-c ‘, var. dr-and-i-c ‘. If dr-and-i-c‘ is reliable, it would 
point to an i-stem. Otherwise, one has to admit that the form drand is not found in 
oblique cases. 

In the same passage from Ezekiel 43.8, the word rendering Gr. zpó-Üopov 
*front-door, porch, space before a door’ is apposed with seam rendering phá 
‘doorpost, jamb’. Compare a different contrast of these words in the dialect of 
Mus/Bulanax: drandi ‘the upper part of the door-frame’ vs. sem-k‘ ‘the lower part of 
the door-frame’; see below. 

In Judges 19.26-27: ankaw ar drandwoy dran tan arnn <...:...> ew jern iwr i 
veray drandwoyn : Émeoev napa mv Ubpav rob mvAdvog toD oikov tod Avöpog 
<...> Kal ai yeipeg éni tò apovvpov (“fell down at the door of the man's house 
— with her hands on the threshold"). As we can see, here zapa tjv Yupav Tod 
mvAd@vog (with zuAn ‘house-door; entrance; one wing of a pair of double gates’) is 
translated as ar drandwoy dran, and in the second part of the passage drandi 
corresponds to zpó-Üopov. 

In ar drandwoy dran, *dur- "door" appears twice. The same is also seen in 
dialects: Bulanox dran darandi (see below). One may assume that the component 
dur- ‘door’ in the compound dr-and-i is petrified. 

NHB and HAB only give Biblical attestations for drand(i). Hübschmann (1897: 
419) cites also Aristotle, De mundo 620. 

and-astak ‘vestibule’, attested only in John Chrysostom, belongs here, too [HAB 
1: 186b, 187-188]. According to NHB (1: 131), an a-stem, although none of the 
three attestations cited in NHB provides information on the declension class. 
eDIAL Mus/Bulanax d'erandi ‘the upper part of the door-frame’ [HAB 1: 186b; 
Amatuni 1912: 172b], Van ferendi [Acatyan 1952: 257], HamSen derandi ‘the 
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horizontal beam at a balcony’ [Aéaryan 1947: 226] (according to T‘orlak‘yan 1981: 
152b, terenti, terenta). 

In Mus/Bulanax one finds the following contrast: drandi ‘the upper part of the 
door-frame’ vs. sem-k' ‘the lower part of the door-frame’ IS Movsisyan 1972: 15a]. 
See also HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 351b, where the meaning is represented as ‘the 
upper wood of the door-frame'. This meaning of drandi can be corroborated by 
textual illustrations from folklore. 

In a fairy-tale told by Fidan Makaryan (native of Mus/Bulanx, the village of 
Kop‘) in Leninakan in 1930-36, the spouses Nino and Dino close the door, put the 
key “above the drndi of the door” (dran darndu verew) and leave (HZHek‘ 10, 1967: 
365.-": cf. also 365-5). Then someone approaches the door and stretches his hand 
above the drndi Uert" gerkonc‘u drandu verew) and finds the key (365.5). In the 
glossary of this collection of fairy-tales the word is represented as follows: darnda : 
dran clxni “hinge of the door". It is clear from the context, however, that the word 
refers to the upper wood of the doorframe, lintel. This is clearly corroborated by a 
passage from another fairy-tale told by the same person (op. cit. 85.75: es keinim oj, 
ka k'asvim dran drnden, axperd or gika, zpucucak ka xet'im, meřc ‘um “I will tum 
into a snake, I'll go to the drnda of the door. When your brother comes, I'll bite his 
occiput (back of the head) and kill him". 

As we have seen, the word is glossed as darnda. In the above passages, the word 
occurs in GDSg darndu/drandu and NALocSg drnde-n (with the definite article -n). 
The former presupposes NSg *drand-i (thus, the classical form), and the latter 
*drand-ay (that 1s, the form glossed in the fairy-tale collection). 

Note dran drand-, as in Judges 19.26-27: ar drandwoy dran (see above). Thus, 
*dur- in the compound dr-and(-i) has become petrified. A similar passage is found 
in a fairy-tale told by illiterate Nanuxas Alekyan (< Alaskert/Garak‘ilisa) and 
recorded by Nazaret* Martirosyan in Yerevan in 1915 [HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 201, lines 
15 and 21], where also the key is put onto the lintel of the door: dran darant/din. 

We may conclude that in Mus (Bulanox, Alaskert) the meaning ‘the upper 
horizontal part of the door-frame, lintel’ of drandi (as correctly given by Acatyan in 
HAB) is reliable. A similar meaning is seen in Hamsen. As to the form, in 
Mus/Bulanax one finds both *dr-and-i and *dr-and-ay. 

Melik'ean (1964: 484b) represents the meaning of Xnus (also belonging to Mus- 
group) drndi as follows: “threshold, wooden poles at the four sides of the door 
Lé 'ardara/y". The actual meaning seems to be, thus, ‘door-frame’. 

In HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 350b, a nominative in drind is recorded, although in 
the textual illustration one finds NALoc/AllSg dranti. If reliable, NSg *drind must 
be due to a wrong restoration of -i-. 

Note also Ararat, Lori, Sirak drind, usually described as *the upper/inner, soft part 
of the hand’ [Amatuni 1912: 171b; Acarean 1913: 289a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
350b], of which no etymology is known to me. Perhaps from drandi, by a semantic 
shift *upper-door' > ‘upper-surface of hand’; cf. Moks cerac' tanis “nOBEPXHOCTB 
KucTH pyku’, lit. ‘roof of the hand’ (see Orbeli 2002: 253). Surmalu andavor 
‘family’, Van andivor ‘family’ > (euphem.) ‘wife, spouse’ [HAB 1: 186b]. A curse 
formula from Van (Sérenc* VanSaz 2, 1899: 159!" cf. also 161-75: Aneck‘ k'eo tan 
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telac ', aneck' tand andiorac', jet'in-petin "Curse to your house and household, curse 
to the family of your house, to the young and elder". 

In Nerk'in Basen, building of the roof started with the beams that were called 
andkal, under which big pillars (i.e. the doorposts? — HM) were put [Hakobyan 
1974: 123]. This word seems to be identical with Alaskert ant'kal, the Bulanox 
equivalent of which is ankaj, lit. (anatom.) ear’ (see S. Movsisyan 1972: 13b, with a 
thorough description). I have been unable to find this word in dictionaries. S. 
Movsisyan (ibid.) interprets ant ‘kal as *anut -a-kal, composed of anut‘ ‘armpit’ and 
kal- *to take, grasp, support'. This is not convincing. One may identify the first 
component rather with *and- ‘door-frame, door-posts'. For the typology of a 
compound with kal cf. Mus, Van Sirak *erdis-kal ‘a cover for the roof-opening’ 
[Amatuni 1912: 178a]. 

Canikean (1895: 275, Nr. 893) records a phrase from Akn: axta ond onc'av, 
which he interprets as follows: “(He/she) visited many houses door by door”, lit. 
“(He/she) passed seven ond-s”. On ond Canikean (ibid.) notes: “perhaps and". 
Unfortunately, he does not specify this and. The sound change an > on is regular in 
the dialect of Akn, cf. one ou < anc'aw ‘passed’ in the very same phrase. It is 
tempting to assume that we are dealing with an indispensable evidence for the 
independent root *and ‘threshold’. Compare also op. cit. 282-75 unclear." 
eETYM Connected with Skt. äta- f.pl. *door-frame, door-posts’, YAv. giviid- f.pl. 
‘door-post’ (only pl.), Lat. antae f.pl. ‘square pilasters, wall posts of a temple’, OIc. 
ond f ‘front room, corridor’ [Hübschmann 1897: 419; HAB 1: 186b; Meller 1950: 
65; Greppin 1983: 289]. The Sanskrit and the Latin words point to *h2(e)nHt-eh>- 
(see Schrijver 1991: 311; Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 163). Here also probably Av. 
(Pursisniha 36) avahuua ‘house’, loc.pl. of avā- ‘house’, with extension of 
*doorposts' to ‘house’ [de Vaan 2003: 136]. Note also Arm. dial. *dr-and-ay (see 
below). Beekes (apud de Vaan 2003: 136) suggests a hysterodynamic paradigm 
nom.sg. *A;énHt-h», acc.sg. *h»nHt-éh;-m, gen.sg. *h;nHt-h;ós > PIlr. *anti, *atam, 
*at"ás. Y Av. qiviid- would be then a derivative *antia. 

In view of the Skt. and Latin *@ stems, Godel (1975: 7254) points out that the i- 
inflection of the Armenian “is certainly not the original one”. The Armenian form 
seems closely related with the Iranian [Olsen 1999: 448]. For Armenian *dr-and-i- : 
*dr-and-ea- I suggest an interchange *-ih>- : *-ieh;- or a hysterodynamic paradigm 
NSg *h;énHt-ih, AccSg *h;(e)nHt-ieh;-m, GSg "h;nHt-ih;-ós. Note that Arm. 
by-form drand 1s not found in oblique cases (except in a variant reading). 


12 In the same dialect of Akn [Canikean 1895: 153'-!*5, one finds a phrase hanterk i e arast 
eker “(he/she) has met hanter-k‘ (spirits)”. In order to avoid this evil, one has to invoke the 
Holy Trinity and to cross oneself when passing over a threshold (ibid.). One could therefore 
interpret hanterk‘ as a designation for the “threshold-spirits” composed as *hand- “threshold’ 
+ pl/coll. -e(a)r + pl. E However, I wonder whether hanterk‘ is not a misprint for *handep- 
k‘ ‘an illness caused by spirits" found in Akn, Aslanbek, Polis, Partizak,, etc., cf. ClArm. 
handip- ‘to meet, occur’ [Acarean 1913: 637b; Ter-Yakobean 1960: 508; HAB 1: 660-661; 3: 
39b]. Note also Xarberd *hampert-k‘ ‘evil spirits living on thresholds’ (see Acarean 1913: 
634), the structure of which is unclear. Somehow related with the metathesized form of 
handip- ‘to meet, occur’, namely dial. hanptel (found e.g. in HZHek‘10, 1967: 1035; also 
hambodel in Erazgavors, my mother's village)? 
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Arm. *and- is usually said to be found only in the compound dr-and(i), the 
meaning of which is represented as ‘doorposts’ or ‘threshold’. The dialectal material 
helps to correct this view. Since drand(i) refers to either upper part of the 
door-frame or to the threshold (in Xnus, ‘door-frame’), one may assume that the 
basic meaning is ‘door-frame’, cf. Skt. dtá- ‘door-frame’. We have seen that PArm. 
*and- is also found in other formations in dialects (perhaps even independently, in 
Akn), as well as in and-astak ‘vestibule’ (John Chrysostom). Further, see s.v. and 
‘cornfield’. 

According to Olsen (1999: 677,9, 768), the loss of the internal laryngeal in 
Armenian may be compositional. However, as we have seen, PArm. *and- is found 
not only in the compound dr-and(i). On the internal laryngeal, see 2.1.20. For the 
discussion of dr-andi- (also with respect to the problem of nd), see also Clackson 
1994: 36ff, 41, 56. 

V. Atak‘elyan (1984: 88) takes -and in the word dr-and as a suffix, which is 
untenable. 


andi, o-stem: GSg and-w-o-y, GDPI and-w-o-c‘ (Bible+), andeay, mostly pl. 
andeay-k‘ ` API andeay-s, GDPI and-é-o-c‘ (Bible+), GDPI andeay-c‘ (Afrahat/ 
Zgön), ande-i-c‘ (Aristakés Lastivertc‘i) ‘cattle; cattle herd’. 

In the Bible, we find a few attestations of GDPI andw-o-c‘ (also with prepositions 
y-, z-); in Numbers, AblSg y-andw-o-y is attested many times, in the following 
pattern: zuarak mi/erkus ‘one/two’ (or pl. zuarak-s) yandwoy [Astuacaturean 1895: 
93a]. [Thus, andi (coll.) ‘herd’?]. As for andeay, the following forms are attested in 
the Bible: NPI andeay-k', APl andeay-s, GDPI ande-o-c‘ [Astuacaturean 1895: 
92-93]. For other forms, see NHB 1: 132. A collective form without the plural 
marker -k‘ in the meaning ‘cattle herd’ is found in Genesis 18.7 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 
219), in allative y-andeay: yandeay ant ‘ac ‘aw Abraam ew ar ort‘ mi matal ew bari : 
kai eis tac Boac Eöpauev Aßpoau xai éAafiev uooxapıov anadov Kai KaAov : “And 
Abraham ran to the herd, and took a calf, tender and good”. 

ande-ord, a-stem ‘herdsman’, usually occurring in apposition with hoviw 
‘shepherd’, as in Movsés Xorenaci 2.38 (1913-1991: 164''), in GDPI 
andeord-a-c *. 
eETYM According to NHB (1: 132a), derived from and ‘cornfields, etc.’. Aéaryan 
(HAB 1: 188b) does not accept this explanation, but cites no other etymologies. 
Jahukyan (1963a: 89; 1987: 112, 157) develops the etymology of NHB; and for the 
structure compares vayr ‘field, uncultivated grounds’ > vayr-i ‘wild’. See also s.v. 
art-i-. 


andruar ‘cart, wagon; horse or mule yoked to a cart’, attested in Agat'angelos, Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i, Severian of Gabala, John Chrysostom, etc. Spelled also as andr(u/a)var. 
eETYM Mentioning earlier attempts to explain andruar as containing var- ‘to lead, 
etc.’, Acaryan (HAB 1: 192b) leaves the origin of the word open. Alayan (1974: 
20-22) connects anur ‘ring’, which is implausible. 

L. Hovhannisyan (1991a: 147) treats the word as composed of Iran. andar 
‘interior’ and var ‘cover’ (seen also in Zan-uar ‘palanquin’), thus: ‘a cart with 
covered interior’. Being the best explanation known to me, it is unconvincing, too. I 
propose an alternative etymology, although it is not entirely convincing either. 
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Whether or not related (or contaminated) with var- ‘to lead, etc.’ or var- ‘to 
cover’, the second component *war could be identical with that found in Zan-uar 
*palanquin? and eriw/var ‘fine horse’. As to *andr, one might assume that it meant 
‘cart, wagon’ and is connected with Skt. adhvan- m. ‘road’ (RV+), OAv. aduuan-, 
YAv. aößan- m. ‘road’ from PIE *h,nd'-uen-; Skt. adhvará- m. ‘(Soma-)sacrifice, 
ceremony’ (RV+) < *hnd"-uer- (probably, an original heteroclitic noun 
*adhvar-/adhvan- ‘(holy) road’); cf. Olc. ondurr ‘snow-shoe’ < PIE *h,ond"-ur-o-, 
Gr. évifeiv (aor.) ‘come’ < PIE *h nd"-e/o-. 

Thus, perhaps, *h,nd -ur- ‘road’ > PArm. *and(u)r ‘cart, wagon’. For the 
semantic relationship, cf. PIE *ueg”- (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 488a). Compare 
especially Olc. ondurr ‘snow-shoe’ (< PIE *hjond"-ur-o-), which is close to 
Armenian both formally (*-ur-) and semantically, since the essential part of both 
snow-shoes and sleighs consists of a pair of wooden strips that enable gliding on 
snow. 

The basic meaning of the compound would be, then, ‘(attached to) cart/ wagon’. 

Van *andrac‘ic‘ ‘a part of the wagon’ [Acarean 1913: 97a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 57b] seems to be composed of *andr + -a- + c 'ic' ‘pole’. The first component 
could be the same *andr ‘cart, wagon', unless it is identical with the prefix andra- 
(cf. t erac jc, with t'er ‘side’, etc., see Aéarean 1913: 358b). Uncertain. 


andund-k‘, o-stem: GDPI andnd-o-c‘, frequent in the Bible; Tumanjan (1978: 161) 

cites also GSg. andnd-i, adding that the word 1s an a-stem, too. However, she does 
not specify her sources, and I could not find any trace of declensions other than the 
o-type (cf. NHB; HAB; Astuacaturean 1895: 93; Jahukyan 1959: 272; Olsen 1999: 
28, 834) ‘abyss’. 
@DIAL Preserved in a number of dialects; in some of them, as petrified plural. Some 
dialects show alternations in the anlaut: Mus h’and’unt, Ala&kert h’antut (in HAB 3: 
39a — h’andud), Satax h’ändütk‘y, Moks händütk‘, Nor Bayazet handund, Agulis 
a/ändüntk‘, Salmast, Urmia (Xoy) ändütk’ [HAB 1: 191a; Acatyan 1952: 245; M. 
Muradyan 1962: 94 (the paradigm of Satax h’ändütk‘y),192a; M. Asatryan 1962: 
191b]. 

According to Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan (1958: 245, 245), Mus has h’andundk‘, 
the use of which is restricted to a single expression. However, note HZHek‘ 13, 
1985: 11 (h’andundk‘) and 60 (andund). Next to Alaskert h’andadel ‘to get lost 
underground’, Acaryan (HAB 3: 39a) also mentions Mus h’andandel ‘to calm 
down’, which, if indeed related, should be understood as *'to get peace by getting 
rid of smth./smb.’; cf. atak(v)el s.v. yatak ‘bottom’. 

Some of the dialects represent forms without the second nasal: Alaskert h antut 
(in HAB 3: 39a: h’andud), T'iflis andut'k, Satax h’ändütk‘y, Moks händütk‘, 
Salmast, Urmia (Xoy) dndiitk” [HAB 1: 191a; Acaryan 1952: 245; M. Muradyan 
1962: 94, 192a; Asatryan 1962: 191b]. Larabat andoxta [Davt'yan 1966: 310] may 
belong here, too (see below). The isogloss sets off the dialect group 7 (Van — Urmia 
— Larabat area), and the Northern (T‘iflis) and Eastern parts of the dialect group 2 
(the line runs between Mus and Alaskert; cf. Mus h 'andundk' vs. AlaSkert h 'antut / 
h’andud). Similar isoglosses often comprise group 6, too (I hope to discuss this issue 
elsewhere), but in this particular case, a different development has taken place in the 
dialects of the Metri area of group 6. 
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It has been argued that, if initial ClArm. a- corresponds to Satax h’ä-, Van d- and 
Mus h’a-, we may safely reconstruct an old by-form with an initial *y- (see 2.3.1). In 
Weitenberg’s (1986: 96) list, *y-andund-k‘ is found, too. In this particular case, Van 
only has andundk' (see Aéatyan 1952: 245). However, the remaining evidence 
seems sufficient to corroborate the reconstruction. The forms with y- can be 
explained from prefixation with y < PIE *A;en ‘in’; cf. Weitenberg 1986: 94. As 
regards *y-andund-k‘, this is easy to understand since andund and other synonyms 
discussed here are frequently used in allative contexts, particularly in idioms, curses 
and spells of the structure *may you/the Evil eye go to Black abyss/hell; he went 
to/disappeared in abyss/hell”. The pattern is widespread. The preverb i/y- (cf. 
Weitenberg 1986: 93-94) may also have played a role here; cf. *y-andndim *to get 
lost underground, to get rid of smth., smb.’. 

In a variant of the Armenian epic told by Kazaryan T'aro of Hayoc‘ jor (Van) and 
first published in 1909, we find hantüt‘k‘ [Sasna cter 1, 1936: 1062]. More evidence 
is needed. If reliable, this h- requires a separate discussion since ya- and ha- yield 
Van d- and xa-, respectively. A few such examples can be found in Aéaryan 1952: 
101. I wonder whether this issue can be discussed in terms of the twofold 
development of the initial prevocalic y- as demonstrated by Weitenberg (1997). 

In some of the dialects of the Metri area belonging to group 6 one finds *dund 
instead of andund(k‘): Mein dünd [Atayan 1954: 295]; Karéewan dünd [H. 
Muradyan 1960: 192a], Kak‘avaberd dund [H. Muradyan 1967: 169b]. 

Larabat (Martakert, Step‘anakert) anddxta, andóxtna and anddxna (see Davt'yan 
1966: 56, 310). 
eETYM Armenian andund-k', o-stem ‘abyss’ is a privative compound of PIE 
*b'ud'no- (probably from older *b"ud"mno- which resulted from an original 
paradigm NSg *b'ud'-men, GSg *b'ud'-mn-ós): Skt. budhná- m. ‘bottom, ground, 
depth; lowest part of anything (as the root of a tree, etc.)’, OAv. büna- ‘ground’, 
Pahl. bun ‘base, foundation, bottom’, Arm. bun ‘trunk of a tree; shaft of a spear 
(Iranian loanword), Gr. rudunv, -évoc m. ‘bottom (of a cup or jar); base, foundation; 
bottom of the sea, depth; stock, root of a tree; stem, stalk’, OHG bodam, etc., see 
Meillet 1903c: 430 = 1978: 171; HAB 1: 190; Pokorny 1959: 174; Solta 1960: 285- 
286; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 488-489 = 1995: 408; Pulju 1997: 390-396; cf. de 
Lagarde 1854: 11?"* Not included in Greppin 1983. 

The metathesis *-d'n- > -nd- may be old since it is also found in Lat. fundus 
‘bottom’, Olr. bond ‘sole’, MInd., Dard., Prakr. bundha- n. ‘root’, FPerm. (< Iran.) 
*punta- ‘ground, bottom’ [Schrijver 1991: 501; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
228-229; Olsen 1999: 285)] (Gr. zóvóac, -axoc m. ‘bottom of a jar, cup, or other 
vessel’ is problematic). 

Meillet (ibid.) explains the change of the initial *5- to Arm. *d- from 
contamination with *d'ubno- ‘deep’, although there is no trace of this adjective in 
Armenian. With respect to this IE form cf. Pedersen 1906: 353 = 1982: 131; 
Jahukyan 1987: 161. Note especially Welsh anmwn ‘the otherworld’ < *‘sans fond’; 
see Vendryes 1914: 307-309; Jahukyan 1992: 20-21. For the discussion of Celt. 
*an-dub-no- | refer to Lejeune 1982: 107-111; Eska 1992 (with bibl.; I am indebted 
to P. Schrijver for this reference); Delamarre 2001: 42. 
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This solution cannot be ruled out. More probable is, however, that an assimilation 
has taken place: b...d > d...d, see Vendryes 1914: 309; Pokorny 1959: 174; Solta 
1960: 285-286; Jahukyan 1987: 117. The assimilation could be triggered by the 
dental nasal of the privative prefix. In other words, we are dealing with an 
assimilation nb...nd > nd...nd. This would imply that there was no PArm. *dund-, 
and that the dialectal form *dund (Karéewan, Kak'avaberd; see above) must be 
considered secondary. There were two forms *bund- ‘bottom’ and *an-bund- > 
an-dund-k' ‘bottomless’. Subsequently, *bund- was lost. In this respect, Olsen’s 
(1999: 28) assumption that the “synchronically opaque" andund-k' is an old 
privative compound PIE *n-b"ud"no- comparable with Skt. a-budhnd- ‘bottomless’ 
(RV 1.24.7; 8.77.5) seems plausible. Note also Pahl. a-bun ['bwn] ‘baseless, 
bottomless’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 4). However, one cannot be absolutely sure 
whether we are dealing with a shared innovation or independent developments in 
Indo-Iranian and Armenian. Compare also Gr. &ßvooog ‘bottomless, unfathomed’, 
subst. f. ‘the great deep; the abyss, underworld’ beside Guido: m. ‘the depth (esp. of 
the sea)’, Pvcoóc m. ‘depth of the sea’, although these forms are unclear (see below). 

It may seem attractive to directly compare the dial. by-form *(y)an-dud, without 
the nasal before the final -d, with Gr. &fjvocog ‘bottomless; abyss, underworld’ 
(possibly from *n-bud"-io-), cf. Boddc m., Bvooös m. ‘the depth of the sea’. 
However, the etymological relationship of these Greek forms with the PIE word 
under discussion is unclear. As for the Larabat an-ddxta, its possible protoform 
*an-duft- is reminiscent of Alb. det, dial. [de:t] m. ‘sea’ (< *‘Meerestiefe’) < 
*d'eub-eto-; cf. Goth. diupipa ‘depth’ (see Huld 1984: 50; Beekes 1995: 261; 
Demiraj 2001: 68). This is risky. The absence of the nasal may be due to a 
dissimilatory loss, although I could not find any convincing parallels. Furthermore, 
the Larabal form can be explained in a simpler way; see below. 

The form *dund in the Metri area is probably secondary (i.e. a back-formation 
from an-dund), since the original root-form should have been *bund, unless one 
accepts the idea about the influence of *d"ub-. I am not even sure that *dund belongs 
to andundk‘. Muradyan does not specify the meaning of the forms of Karéewan and 
Kak'avaberd. As regards the Melri form, Alayan glosses it as meaning ‘small 
hillock’ (stressing that this is the root of andund), and I do not understand the 
semantic motivation. Note also Mein dend ‘hill’ [Atayan 1954: 295]. 

Larabat and5xta, anddx(t)na is explained by Davt'yan (1966: 56) by a metathesis 
-ndk ‘> -k'dn, which seems improbable. Besides, we need not start with the Classical 
form (pl. tant.) andund-k' since the plural marker is not lexicalized in the majority of 
dialects (see HAB), among them also in Samaxi (see Balramyan 1964: 187), which 
is one of the closest to Larabal, also in Burdur (see N. Mkrté'yan 1971: 177a), the 
speakers of which migrated from Larabat in the beginning of the 17" century. (The 
word is not recorded in Goris; see Margaryan 1975). An alternative explanation that 
Larabat *an-dufi- goes back to a PArm. form which differs from that of andund- 
cannot be ruled out completely, but it is unlikely and even unnecessary since a much 
simpler solution can be offered. Larabal *andoxt(n)a and *andox(t)na might be 
explained by a folk-etymological reinterpretation as *and oxt(n) *‘at the seven(th 
layer of the Underworld)'. According to the Armenian folk-beliefs, the Underworld 
consists of seven layers; cf. also the curse: getnin oxt tat‘a anc'nis ‘may you pass 
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into the seventh layer of the earth (— hell)" [S. Harut'yunyan 2000: 11, 438]. The 
occurrence of the preposition and in connection with Underworld can be illustrated, 
for instance, by a prayer recorded in Sam$adin: ond andunden and and andunds 
[Xem£‘yan 2000: 246b]. The variant *andox(t)na shows an additional -n (for which 
see Weitenberg 1985); cf. Larabat oxna (< oxta ‘seven’) ‘funerary rite on the seventh 
day after the death’ (see Lisic‘yan 1981: 52; Davt'yan 1966: 349). For the reflexes 
of and in the dialect of Larabat, see HAB 2: 124b; Davt‘yan 1966: 352. 
For further analysis, see s.v. yatak ‘bottom’. 


aner, o-stem: GDSg aner-o-y (widespread in the Bible; Movses Xorenac‘i 2.82), 
GDPI aner-o-c‘ (Philo, for the passage, see NHB 2: 124a and HAB 3: 119b, s.v. 
hor), later a-stem: GDSg aner-i (Nersés Snorhali, 12th cent.), GDPI aner-a-c‘ 
(Vahram Vardapet, 13th cent.) ‘father-in-law, wife's father’ (Bible+), ‘in-law; 
brother-in-law, wife's brother’ (P‘awstos Buzand, Movses Xorenac‘1, etc.). 

This is the principal Armenian word for ‘father-in-law, wife's father’, widely 
represented in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 95a). 

The meaning ‘in-law; brother-in-law, wife's brother’ is found in P‘awstos Buzand 
3.5 (1883-1984: 11^; transl. Garsoian 1989: 71): ew mind‘ der vasn aynorik zzuein 
zna anerk' nora : “but while his in-laws oppressed him on account of this". Other 
attestations can be found in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.82 (1913-1991: 225"), etc., 
Vahram Vardapet (13" cent., Cilicia), and Step‘anos Orbelean (13" cent., Siwnik*), 
see NHB 1: 139b; HAB 1: 193a; for the attestation in Step'anos Orbelean, see also 
A. A. Abrahamyan 1985: 62-63. Combining the literary testimony from Cilicia and 
Siwnik‘ in the 13" century with the dialectal distribution (Hacon, Zeyt‘un, Marala, 
etc.), we can assume that this meaning was present in SW and SE areas from at least 
the 13" century up to the present time. 

MidArm. aner-jag ‘brother-in-law, wife's brother’ [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 52a], 
with jag *youngling, nestling' as the second member. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the meaning ‘father-in-law, wife's 
father’ [HAB 1: 193a]. In eastern peripheral dialects, Larabat, Goris, Samaxi, Kizen, 
etc., one finds haner, with an initial h- [HAB ibid.; Batramyan 1961: 174b; 1964: 
187; Davt‘yan 1966: 310; Margaryan 1975: 313b]. 

Marala aner, Zeyt'un anir, and Haéon aney refer to ‘brother-in-law, wife's 
brother' (see above for literary testimony), whereas the meaning 'father-in-law, 
wife's father’ is represented by kaka and Turk. keynat‘a in Marala, and by 
zak ‘anc ‘bab (= zok'anc' *wife's mother’ + pap ‘father’) in Zeyt‘un [HAB 1: 193a; 
Aéatean 1926: 383; 2003: 308]". A textual illustration is found in a folk-tale told by 
Nikotayos Petrosyan, an illiterate old man from Manazkert/Hasan-P‘aSa, in 1912 in 
Laznafar [HZHek* 9, 1968: 211']: Inc‘ anastvac mard en im anertik‘ “What kind 
of ‘god-less’ people are my in-laws!”. 

MidArm. aner-jag ‘brother-in-law, wife's brother’ is present in Nor Naxijewan, 
Polis, Arabkir [Aéatean 1913: 97b], Sirak, Ararat, Mus, etc. [Amatuni 1912: 30-31]. 
Note Moks änercäk”, gen. änercäk”-u, pl. änercäk”-ir and -t-ir *mrypun, cbm 


P For the typology of such compounds cf. skesr-ayr ‘husband’s father’ = skesur "husband" 
mother’ + ayr ‘man’. 
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TecTa’ vs. anir, gen. ünir-uc', pl. áner-k?-ir, gen.pl. äner-k”-ir-u ‘tects’ [Orbeli 
2002: 202, 203]. 

eETYM Dervischjan (1877: 35-36) connects aner with Gr. &vrjp ‘man, husband’, Skt. 
nár- *man, human', etc. (on this PIE word, see s.v. ayr *man, husband"). M. Schmidt 
(1916) derives Arm. aner, o-stem, from QIE *an-ero-, a derivative of the PIE word 
for ‘ancestor’ with the comparative *-ero- seen in Skt. dpara- ‘posterior, later, 
following’ (cf. typologically Lat. mater-tera *mother's sister’, etc.); thus, ‘someone 
like the grandfather’. Olsen (32-33, 222, 848) posits a form with *-tero- (cf. Lat. 
mater-tera), which is less probable. Acaryan (HAB 1: 192-193) rejects these and 
other etymologies (including the untenable comparison with Gr. yaußposg 'son-in- 
law, brother-in-law, sister’s husband’, Skt. jamätar- ‘son-in-law, daughter's 
husband’, etc., Bugge 1892: 444-445) and leaves the origin of aner open.'* 

Winter 1966: (206; see also Schmitt 1972-74: 23; Huld apud Mallory/Adams 
1997: 196a) suggests a connection with Gr. zevdepos ‘father-in-law, wife's father; 
brother-in-law, son-in-law’. In order to explain the formal difficulties, Winter (ibid.) 
assumes an influence of hayr ‘father’. This etymology is untenable. 

The etymology of M. Schmidt is the most probable and is accepted in Pokorny 
1959: 37; Jahukyan 1987: 111, 259, 260 (hesitantly); Olsen 1999: 32-33. 

This etymology implies a connection with Arm. han(i) ‘grandmother’, cf. Gr. 
avvis ‘mother-in-law’, Lat. anus ‘old woman’, etc. That this PIE word for 
‘ancestress, grandmother’ would develop a meaning ‘wife’s father’ is not 
impossible, cf. Lith. anyta ‘husband’s mother’, OHG ano ‘ancestor, grandfather’ vs. 
ana 'ancestress, grandmother’, etc. (see Szemerényi 1977: 48). 

A similar fluctuation is also seen in the PIE word for ‘grandfather’: Arm. haw 
‘grandfather, ancestor; uncle’ (q.v.), Lat. avus ‘grandfather; ancestor, forefather’, 
avunculus ‘maternal uncle; mother’s sister’s husband; great-uncle’, Olr. aue 
‘grandson’, Lith. avynas ‘maternal uncle’, Hitt. huhhas ‘grandfather’, etc. vs. Lat. 
avia ‘grandmother’, Goth. awö ‘grandmother’, etc. (see Szemerényi 1977: 47%", 
485, 61; Lehmann 1986: 53; Huld/Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 238a, 239a). 
Compare also Bulg. djádo, dedá, dédo 'grandfather; old man; father-in-law, wife's 
father’, d'ádo ‘grandfather; father-in-law, husband's father’, deda ‘elder sister’, 
Maced. dedo ‘grandfather; old man; father-in-law, wife's father’, Lith. dede, dédis 
‘uncle’, Gr. cji; ‘grandmother’, tyvic ‘father’s or mother's sister, aunt’, tyvia ‘old 
woman’, Lith. tetà, Russ. tetja ‘aunt’, etc. (see s.v. *tat(a) ‘grandmother; father"). 

The eastern dialectal haner probably preserves the initial h- seen in han-i and thus 
reflecting the PIE laryngeal, cf. Hitt. hanna- ‘grandmother’. Note that these dialects 
do not display a secondary non-etymological h- e.g. in cases with metathesis *CRV- 
> RCV- > e/a-RCV-, where C = voiced or voiced aspirated stop; see s.vv. albewr, 
artasu-k ‘, etbayr, erkan, etc. 


*anéc-: anicanem, 3sg.aor.act. anéc, imper. anéc (Bible), 3sg.aor.mid. anic-a-w 
(Grigoris ArSaruni) ‘to curse’ (Bible+); anec-k* pl. tant. i-stem: gen.-dat. anic-i-c‘, 
abl. y-anic-i-c ‘, instr. anic-i-w-k' ‘curse, imprecation’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 193b]. 


^ The resemblance with Pahl. anér ‘non-Aryan, ignoble’ (MacKenzie 1971: 9) must be 
accidental. 
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eETYM From PIE *h3neid-: Skt. ned-: pres. nindati, aor. anindisur, desid. ninits- ‘to 
revile; to blame; to mock’, YAv. Isg.pres.act. ndismi ‘to curse’, Gr. Övsıöog n. 
‘reprimand, abuse’, Lith. niedeti ‘to despise’, Goth. ga-naitjan ‘to treat shamefully’, 
OHG neizzan ‘torment’, etc. Bugge 1892: 450; 1893: 46; HAB 1: 193; Pokorny 
1959: 760; Greppin 1983: 290-291; Lehmann 1986: 146; Ravnes 1991: 18; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 54-55; Mallory/Adams 1997: 313a. 

The explanation of Arm. -c- from *-di- (Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 30; Polomé 
1980: 21; Klingenschmitt 1982: 194-195; Olsen 1999: 88, 478, 763, 811) is 
untenable; *-di- would rather yield -c- (see 2.1.22.1). One prefers assuming sigmatic 
aorist: *-d-s- > -c-, cf. YAv. ndismi ‘to curse’ if from *ndid-s-mi (see Meillet 1918: 
211; Pedersen 1924: 222a = 1982: 305a; Pokorny 1959: 760; Jahukyan 1982: 74, 
189; Kortlandt 1987a: 51; 1994: 28-29; 1996: 41-42 = 2003: 80, 104-105, 115; 
sceptical Klingenschmitt 1982: 195; Greppin 1983: 290; Olsen 1999: 81055). 


ant‘, anut‘, o-stem, i- or a-stem ‘armpit’, dial. also ‘embrace, grasp’, ‘bundle’, 
‘shoulder, back’, etc. (Bible+). The o-stem is seen in Jeremiah 38.12: and ant -ov-k'. 
Next to o-stem, Acaryan (HAB 1: 207b) records also i-stem. The following forms 
are attested: GDSg ant‘, AblSg y-ant -e (Paterica apud NHB 1: 220b); Loc/AllSg 
y-ant‘-i, found in P‘awstos Buzand 3.18 (1883=1984: 41'*; transl. Garsoian 1989: 
93): men mi yant ‘i harealk' : “each one taking one [of them] under his arm”; GDPI 
ant -ic' in Lewond (see NHB 2: 1044b, in the appendix). 

NAccSg anut‘ (also in y-anut‘) is attested in 2 Maccabees 12.40, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 
Movsés Xorenac'i 2.85 (1913-1991: 230°"), etc. In oblique cases and derivatives, 
as well as in the verb ant'em, -u- is regularly syncopated (ant‘-). Later (Mxit'ar 
Herac‘i, “Carontir”), one finds NAPI ant '/d-k', -s, without the -u-. According to 
Vardanean (HandAms 1922: 280, see HAB s.v.], the form ant' is a corruption. As 
correctly argued by Acaryan (HAB 1: 207c), however, the form ant‘ is corroborated 
by the dialectal forms. In 1947: 35, Aéaryan states that HamSen ont‘ points to the 
original form. Note also the newly found attestation in “Kc‘urdk“” by Ephrem Asori: 
NPI and-k‘ [L. Hovhannisyan 1987: 137]. 

Late ant -a-tak ‘armpit’ is given in NHB 2: 1043c as a dialectal word. Indeed, 
this compound is recorded in a number of dialects; see below. 
eDIAL Van, Moks hünt‘, Satax hunt‘ ‘armpit’, compound with tak ‘below, under’: 
Van (h)nt-i-tak, ant'-a-tak, verb hant'el, Moks hent'-a-tak [HAB 1: 29, 130, 
207-208; Ataryan 1952: 245; M. Muradyan 1962: 192a], Bulanox h’ant‘etak [S. 
Movsisyan 1972: 71a]. According to Orbeli (2002: 226), Moks (the village of 
Ainanc‘) ant 'atak refers to *peopo' (= ‘rib’). For a textual illustration of Van anti 
tak, see Ter-Mkrté‘yan 1970: 149a. The voiced h’- in Bulanox, Satax, etc. point to 
*y-, see 2.3.1 

Zeyt‘un ont‘ ‘embrace’, Haëan ont‘ ‘bundle’, Maraš ont‘ ‘shoulder, back’ 
[Aéatyan 2003: 298]. 

Hamsen ont‘, ont ‘embrace, grasp’, ont'us, ontus ‘to embrace’, ont -t/dag ‘armpit’ 
(with tak “below, under’) [Acaryan 1947: 12, 35, 177, 221]. 

Apart from Hamsen and Van-group, the compound ant -a/i-tak is also found in 
Mus (h'and'etak) and Alaskert (h’antetak) [HAB 1: 208a]; according to 
Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan (1958: 245b) Mus A'ant'etag. In view of the 
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correspondence between Moks and Satax h’- and Mu& h’-, we may reconstruct 
*y-ant Vtak (see 2.3.1). 

The vowel -ü/u- in Van-group needs an explanation since the vocalic 
development a > ü/u is exceptional for these dialects [Acaryan 1952: 29; M. 
Muradyan 1962: 34]. In Muš and Alaskert, the word an(u)t‘ is only found in the 
compound *y-ant'Vtak and has not been preserved independently (not in HAB, 
Baldasaryan-T'ap'alc*yan 1958 and Madat'yan 1985); cf. Mus, AlaSkert *acuk-tak 
(see s.v. acuk 'groin"). I assume that the word was also lost in Van-group, but then 
secondarily restored after h’ant‘Vtak, as if reflecting NSg *yunt‘ vs. oblique and 
compositional *y(a)nt‘-; see 2.3.1. It is hard to say whether the -u- of ClArm. anut‘ 
has played a role here. 
eETYM Bugge (1893: 2) derived the word from the PIE term for ‘axle’ (cf. Skt. 
aks-a- m., Lat. ax-is, Lith. as-is, OHG ahsa f., etc.), assuming a development *aksn- 
> *asn-ut'. For the semantics, cf. Lat. axilla ‘armpit’, OHG uohsana, OEngl. oxn 
*armpit', etc. Although accepted by Pokorny (1959: 6) and, with some reservation, 
by Greppin (1983: 292-293), the etymology causes phonological and morphological 
problems and is rejected by Acaryan (HAB 1: 207b) and Jahukyan (1983: 88). 

Jahukyan (1983: 88) compares Lith. antis ‘bosom’, uz-antis ‘bosom; armpit’, 
Latv. azuóts ‘bosom’, considering the -u- of NSg anut‘ an analogical restoration. 
The Baltic word family has no further cognates (Fraenkel 1: 12). In order to explain 
the aspirated dental -/- of the Armenian form, Jahukyan reconstructs a by-form 
*anthi- (next to *anti- > and) which is ad hoc. I therefore propose the following 
solution. 

In 2.1.18 and 2.1.22.12-13, I try to demonstrate that an aspirated dental stop that 
follows -n- or -r- may be explain by additional factors such as the influence of a 
following PIE laryngeal or the reconstruction of another consonant between the 
sonant and the dental. The former factor would help to reformulate the etymology of 
Jahukyan by assuming a thematic formation based on fem. *(V)nt-eh;-. Thus: 
*n,(V)nt-h>-o- > PArm. *ant'-o- vs. *h2(V)nt-i- or *h>(V)nt-eh>- > *and-i/a-; for 
other examples and a discussion, see 2.2.2.6. On the other hand, one may take into 
account the latter factor and alternatively derive Arm. ant‘ from PIE *hzenk- ‘to 
bend, curve’: Skt. ancati ‘to bend’, anka- m. ‘hook, clamp’, ankas- n. ‘curve’ 
(RVH, Gr. dyx- ‘to curve’, dyxddy f., mostly pl. ‘curved arm, armfull’, &yrkóAog 
‘curved, bent’, dyxa@v, -@voc m. ‘elbow’, Lat. ancus ‘with crooked arms’, OHG 
angul ‘fishhook’, SerbCS gkot ‘hook’ f., ORuss. f. ukote ‘claw, anchor’, etc. (see 
Schrijver 1991: 43, 51, 60; Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 52-53, etc.). Suffixed forms 
*hnk-ti- or *h;nk-to- ‘bending, bent arm’ would yield Arm. *an(k)t'- > ant‘ 
regularly; see 2.1.22.13. Note that the suffix *-ti- is frequently found in Sanskrit 
body-part terms, cf. supti- ‘shoulder’ (RV), etc. [Mayrhofer EW Aia 2: 647]. 

One wonders whether Lith. a/itis, etc. point to a “primitive” root *h,en- from 
which *hzen-k- has been derived. Cf. also *A;ens- > Lat. ansa ‘handle, grip’, OPr. 
ansis ‘hook of a kettle’, Lith. gsa ‘ear of a jug, eye of a needle, button-hole’, Latv. 
uosa ‘handle, ear, eyelet’, etc. (on which see Toporov, PrJaz [1], A-D, 1975: 92-93; 
Schrijver 1991: 61). 

The meanings ‘armpit’, ‘shoulder’, ‘elbow’, and ‘knee’ can be grouped together 
around the idea “des gekrimmten Gelenks”; see 3.7.2. 
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The irregular labial vocalism of Van, etc. hünt' remains unexplained (see above). 
Perhaps an influence of the form anut ? 


*ant‘a(y)r-: in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘, one finds ant'ayr ‘spark’ [Amalyan 1975: 21]. 


@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 1: 194a. 

Dial. ant -r-oc ' (see s.v. ant el ‘hot coal, ember’) may belong here, too. 
eETYM Probably related with Gr. &vdpad m. ‘charcoal’, as a Mediterranean 
substratum word. See s.v. ant‘ef ‘hot coal, ember’ for more detail We can 
reconstruct Arm. *ant'-ar-i. For the insertion of -i- into ant‘ayr compare Zayn vs. 
Zani-k ‘ (a-stem) ‘tusk, fang’; cf. 2.1.27.1. 


ant‘et ‘hot coal, ember’, attested in Lazar P‘arpec‘i /5" cent./ (y-ant‘e# ‘on ember’), 
Hexaemeron (loc. y-ant 'et-i), Cyril of Alexandria (ant ‘et harkanem). NHB (1: 151b) 
also records dial. verbal anttel < ant 'efel. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects; also with the suffix -oc' : ant‘(-e)t-oc‘ and 
ant'-r-oc' (both attested also in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1060c). The variant 
ant'-r-oc' has been preserved in Bulanox, Van, T'avriz [HAB 1: 194a], Urmia, 
Salmast [GwrUrmSalm 1, 1897: 546]. See also s.v. ant'ayr ‘spark’ (probably from 
*ant -ar-i). 
eETYM Alafyan (HAB 1: 194a) treats the word as a Caucasian borrowing (cf. 
Georg. ant-eba ‘to burn’) and considers the resemblance with Gr. &vdpad m. 
‘charcoal’ accidental. Vogt (1938: 333) mentions both Greek and Georgian 
connections. Lap‘anc‘yan (1961: 163-164) adds Hitt. ant- ‘warm’. See also Greppin 
1978-79: 435, who points out that the function of the final ef is not clarified. 
Further, see Schultheiss 1961: 225-226. 

Jahukyan (1987: 112, 157, 592) reconstructs *ant"- for Armenian and Greek and 
argues against Acaryan's view, pointing out that the Georgian word has no 
Caucasian cognates, and adduces also Arm. ant'ayr ‘sparkle’ (q.v.). On the other 
hand, he (1983: 88-89; 1987: 592) alternatively treats ont ei as comprising the prefix 
an- and t'et ‘pile, heap’ (q.v.). This is semantically unconvincing. Besides, the 
etymology is in conflict with the dialectal variant *ant'r-. 

One wonders whether Hitt. handais *warmth, heat’ can be connected, too (see s.v. 
xand ‘envy, etc.’). 

We are possibly dealing with an Armeno-Greek(-Hittite?) word of substratum 
(“Mediterranean”) origin. For the suffixal element -7, cf. other semantically similar 
examples: Lat. candela ‘candle’, Arm. xand-at-, xanj-ot ‘half-burnt wood’ (Bible+), 
etc. (see s.vv. xand, xanj-); Gr. aid-dA-n ‘soot’ from aiio ‘to kindle; to burn’; Arm. 
gaz-at ‘ash’ vs. *gaz- ‘to burn’ (q.v.). For the *-r- element seen in dial. *ant -r-, Gr. 
dvJ-p-aé, and perhaps ant'ayr, cf. xanj-r- (Agat'angelos), xanj-ar ‘spark’ (Grigor 
Magistros, “Geoponica”), see s.vv. xand, xanj-. Note also Mus pj-el, Alaskert pej-il 
‘spark’ from *pec ‘spark’ (see HAB 2: 507a) next to Van pc-ar ‘spark’ [Acarean 
1913: 908] : payc-ar ‘shiny, clear, splended’ (Bible-; dial.) [HAB 4: 17-18]; cf. also 
acut/x. Thus, ant -e? ‘ember’ and *ant -r- ‘spark’ may be seen as derivations from 
substr. *ant'- with alternating *-/- and *-r- suffixal elements as in *xand-al : 
xanj-(V)t/r-; Mus *pc-el : Van *pc-ar. 


anid ‘a bird’. 
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Attested only in the long recension of ASxarhac‘oyc‘, Armenian Geography of 
the 7^ century, among the grazing birds (hawk‘ carakawork‘) of the province of 
Barjr Hayk', 1. e. Upper Armenia [Soukry 1881: 30 (Arm. text), 40 (French transl.)]. 
The short recension here mentions only haws pitanis APl ‘useful birds’ without a 
specification [A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 349]. 

Soukry translates anid as ‘aside’. He seems to consider it to be a corruption for 
asid, but the latter birdname is merely a transliteration of the Hebrew word in Job 
39.13 /Gr. doıöa ‘stork’/ [HAB 1: 268b]; cf. Hewsen 1992: 59, 153,4: zasid ‘stork’. 
Aéatyan (HAB 1: 195), Eremyan (1963: 96a, 106a, 107b), and Ananyan 
(HayKendAsx 3, 1965: 29¢) do not specify the bird. Not mentioned in Greppin 1978. 
eETYM No etymology whatsoever has been proposed for the word. 

I wonder whether one can connect it to PIE *h2(e)nHti- ‘duck’, cf. Skt. āti- ‘a 
water bird’, Lat. anas, GSg anatis (also anit-) ‘duck’, Lith. antis ‘duck’, etc. For the 
discussion of other possible, but problematic cognates I refer to Beekes 1969: 197; 
1985: 63-64; Euler 1979: 132; Fulk 1988: 153-154, 170-171 (on PGerm. *anuói-); 
Schrijver 1991: 94-95; Rix 1991; M. Meier-Brügger 1993; Greppin apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 171; Cheung 2002: 111, 149 (on Oss. acc/accee ‘wild duck’), 
etc. On the reconstruction of the PIE paradigm, see Beekes 1985: 63-64; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1: 163. The medial laryngeal is *h; if Gr. vfjooa, Boeot. voca. ‘duck’ is 
related. 

From the zero-grade form, one would expect Arm. *and-, cf. s.v. (dr)and-i 
*threshold'. In the hypothetical paradigm NSg *and, GSg *and-i, the nominative 
might have been reshaped analogically (after words like ak'is, GSg ak'si “weasel’; 
karic, GSg karci ‘scorpion’, etc.) to one of the possible forms, namely *anud or 
*anid. 

The semantic fluctuation between ‘grazing bird’ and ‘water bird’ can be 
illustrated by araws “bustard; stork’. If araws is indeed related to araws, one should 
note that the latter is another hapax occurring in the same ASxarhac‘oyc‘ passage, 
beside anid. It is remarkable that in Movses Xorenac‘i 3.59 (1913-1991: 338), the 
numerous hawk‘ carakawork' (see above) are mentioned in (a part of) the same 
province of Barjr Hayk', gawar Karnoy, which abounds in water, marshes, reeds 
and grasses. In such an environment, the above-mentioned fluctuation is even more 
probable. 

Although all the steps involved in this tentative etymology seem reasonable, on 
the whole it remains uncertain. 


anic, ISg anc-ov (late, once) ‘nit, louse egg’. 

First attested in Grigor Narekac‘i 69.2 (Xaé'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 5225. 
anick' ankerpawork‘ ‘shapeless nits’. Next, three times in the commentary on this 
text, see NHB 1: 154a. In one of these passages, which is a list of small annoying 
insects, anic (ISg ancov) appears after lu and ojil and before kic (see s.vv.). For the 
passages, see also Greppin 1990: 706, 707. For a semantic discussion, see below. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. As opposed to the variant with an initial a- found 
in the majority of the dialects, some easterly located peripheral dialects show a 
“prothetic” h- followed by either -a- or -d-: 
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initial ha-: Goris hanic, hanec [Margaryan 1975: 313b, 424a], Larabat hanic, 
hánec [Davt'yan 1966: 310], Sam&adin and Krasnoselsk hanic [Mezunc‘ 1989: 
184a], Metri hanec [Atayan 1954: 262]; 

initial hä-: Karéewan, Kak‘avaberd, Hadrut‘ hänic [Muradyan 1960: 189a; 1967: 
165b; Davt‘yan 1966: 310], Samaxi, Are& hänic [Balramyan 1964: 187; Lusenc‘ 
1982: 197a]. 

Despite N. Simonyan (1979: 222-224), this h- must have an etymological value; 
see below.’ An old by-form with the prefix y- does not seem probable. Firstly, it 
would be unmotivated. Secondly, it is not yet certain whether Arm. y- would yield 
h- in these Eastern dialects or not. Thirdly, there is no corroborating evidence neither 
in Mus, etc., nor in Van and the related dialects, unlike in cases as anagan (q.v.); cf. 
2.3.1. The ä- in Svedia änej [Andreasyan 1967: 354a] and Tigranakert änij is 
irrelevant. 

I conclude that the initial h- in EArm. *hanic may have preserved an archaic A- 
which requires an explanation. 
eSEMANTICS Greppin (1990: 69-70) points out that ‘nit, louse egg’ “is unlikely the 
earliest meaning since Narekatsi clearly describes the anic as an insect which bites 
and elsewhere the NHB classifies it as a biting insect along with the flea and distinct 
from the louse". 

The former argument is not decisive since xoc 'oteal ccen “stinging they suck", 
appearing ten lines below, does not necessarily imply an immediate and specific 
reference to anic. Rather, marmajotakan ‘itch-causing’, which appears immediately 
after anic (in the line 26), can specify anic ‘nit, louse egg’. 

The latter argument is based on the passage c ‘arc ‘arel (‘to torment, annoy’) luov, 
ojlov, ancov. This is unconvincing since anic ‘nit, louse egg’ here forms a logical 
pair with ojil ‘louse’. In both passages, thus, anic is represented as an annoying / 
tormenting (specifically: *itch-causing") insect and does not necessarily refer to a 
biting one. 

Also the epithet ankerpawor ‘shapeless’ in the passage of Narekac‘i, and ankerp 
‘id.’ in the commentary, corroborate the meaning ‘nit’. Besides, the word clearly 
refers to ‘nit, louse egg’ in Modern Armenian (see the standard dictionaries) and 
dialects. Although the meaning is usually unspecified in dialectal literature, I am 
sure that, at least in dialects I know, it is ‘nit’. This can also be corroborated e.g. by 
dialectal anc-ot ‘full of nits (said of a head)’, as well as other derivatives denoting a 
special comb or the process of combing the head that is full of nits (see Amatuni 
1912: 33a; Aéarean 1913: 101ab). 
eETYM Since Pictet, anic is connected to Gr. xovic, -iöog f., etc. [HAB 1: 195; 
Pokorny 1959: 608; Greppin 1983: 290-291]. Although undoubtedly related, the 
cognates present problems in the reconstruction of the anlaut; cf. Alb. théri/th(é)ni f. 
‘Nisse, Lausei’ [Huld 1984: 118-119; Demiraj 1997: 397], Skt. liksa- f. (not in 
Vedic) [Mayrhofer EWAia 3, 2001: 443] (in Mallory/ Adams 1997: 357b — under a 
different root), Lat. lens, -dis f., Lith. glinda, Russ. gnida [Derksen 1996: 258-259; 
Saradzeva 1986: 71-72, 370s], etc. 


'S Note that in the case of anéck‘ ‘curse’ (q.v.), which goes back to PIE *h3neid- and, thus, 
cannot presuppose an initial A- of etymological value, none of the dialects has a form with h-. 
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Lat. lens and Lith. glinda point to *enind- (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 173- 
174; Derksen 2002-03: 8-9, 95 cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 357b), compare Lat. 
nimbus ‘cloud’ and Iran. *nam(b)- ‘wet, moist’ next to PIE *neb"-, see s.v. amp 
*cloud". 

For the initial alternation *k/gh-, cf. *p/b^- in the word for ‘flea’ (see s.v. lu) 
[Meillet 1922g]. 

The Armenian anlaut, too, is troublesome, since *knV- or *knV- would yield Arm. 
*nV-. 

Pedersen (1906: 343, 387 = 1982: 121, 165) treats a- as prothetic and assumes a 
development *go- > *ho- > o-, which is uncertain; cf. 2.1.6. (For his idea about the 
possible folk-etymological influence of anec-k', see below). Besides, in view of the 
Albanian form, here we have *&- rather than *k-, although Jahukyan (1982: 73, 74; 
in 1987: 133, with a question mark) reconstructs *knid-s for Armenian. Earlier 
(1967: 245, 24569), he assumed loss of *&- followed by addition of the “prothetic” a- 
before the nasal. However, there is no evidence for “prothetic” non-etymological 
vowels before nasals; cf. s.v. amis. 

According to Beekes (1969: 290), the interchange k/zero in Greek and Armenian 
points to a substratum origin. Noting the anlaut variation of the cognates, Derksen 
(1996: 258-259) reconstructs *H(o)nid- for the Armenian. 

The idea about the dissimilation of Arm. *s- < *K- before the final affricate -c (see 
Huld 1984: 119 with ref.) or, which practically amounts to the same, a dissimilatory 
loss of *s- in *sanic « *kanid-s [Mallory/Adams 1997: 357b] is not convincing. 

Hamp (1983c: 39) suggests a complicated scenario starting with an ablauting 
paradigm: *konid-/*knid- > *konid-/*knnid- > *konid-/*nid. Then, *anid- (« *nid-) 
is contaminated with anec-k‘ ‘curse’ (*aneid-s-, sigm. aor.), as a result of which we 
have anic, -c instead of -t. The contamination may have been additionally supported 
by the resemblance of AccSg *anid-n with anicanem ‘I curse’. 

A similar alternation *kon-/*kn- (the latter of which yielded *n- regularly) is 
assumed by Kortlandt (1986: 39-40 = 2003: 69). Then he writes: “The zero reflex of 
the initial stop was evidently extended analogically to the antevocalic position in 
anic, probably at a stage when it still was a weak fricative". He implicitly suggests, I 
think, the following development: *Üoni- > *oni- > *ani-. There remain some points 
to be clarified. PIE *-o- yields Arm. -a- in a pretonic open syllable according to 
Kortlandt's formulation; see 2.1.3. It may have been generalized from the oblique 
stem of the PArm.-PGr. paradigm (see below) rather than *konida-, since the 
nominative of the paradigm was *konid-s. Further, EArm. *h- requires an 
explanation. 

The final -c is correctly interpreted by Pedersen (1905: 206; 1906: 343, 387, 424— 
1982: 68, 121, 165, 202) as coming from the nominative *-d-s (cf. Gr. xovíg « 
*xovió-c). The same is repeatedly stated by Jahukyan (1987: 133; 1975: 37-39; 
1967: 164, 216, 245; 1978: 125, 138; 1982: 73). See also 2.2.1.2. Pedersen admits a 
folk-etymological influence of anicanem ‘I curse’ (see s.v. aneck‘) as well; cf. the 
above-mentioned scenario of Hamp. 

Partly based on some of the mentioned ideas, I would suggest the following 
tentative scenario: 
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NSg *skonid-s > *c ‘onic > > *sánic, analogically after the oblique stem, perhaps 
also due to contamination with anicanem, 

oblique *s(k)nid- (loss of *-k- in the cluster, as in Irish) > > *sonid- (with 
analogical *-o- from the nominative, as in Gr. GSg koviöog) > *sanitV- (pretonic 
*-o- in open syllable > -a-, see 2.1.3). 

Arriving at *sanic, we could assume a development to *hanic > anic, with a 
normal loss of *s- as in al, arbenam, e(a)wt'n, etc., and with a residual *h- in the 
Eastern peripheral dialects; see s.vv. 

I must admit, however, that this, too, is complicated and not very credible. In any 
case, I disagree with N. Simonyan (1979: 22355), who states that the addition of the 
initial a- and, consequently, that of the dialectal h-, is posterior to the loss of *g/k- 
and must be seen, therefore, as secondary. 


aniw, o-stem: GDSg anu-o-y, GDPI anu-o-c‘ (abundant in the Bible, Astuacaturean 
1895: 100a); there is some evidence also for a-stem: GDSg anu-i, AblSg anu-e, 
GDP! anu-a-c‘ (NHB 1: 156bc; Ritter 1983: 1954) ‘wheel’ (Biblet+), ‘axle of a 
chariot’ (rendering Gr. Go in Exodus 14.25, see NHB 1: 156b; Ritter 1983: 1941) 
‘wheel as a torture instrument’ (Bible+, see below), ‘sun’ (Eznik Kolbac'i, etc., see 
3.2 on ‘Wheel of the sun’), ‘a toy’ (John Chrysostom). 

For a list of words with both o- and a-stems, see Jahukyan 1959: 321-322. 

@DIAL Preserved in Mus. The rest of dialects have replaced aniw by akn ‘eye, etc.’ 
or Turk. t‘ek ‘er, etc. [HAB 1: 109a, 196a; Aéarean 1902: 130]. 

eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 196a) considers the resemblance of aniw with the PIE 
word for ‘navel, nave’ accidental and leaves the origin of the Armenian word open. 
The forms are: Skt. nabhi- f. ‘nave, hub of wheel; centre; navel (of the body or the 
world); origin, relationship, family’, nábhya- n. ‘nave, hub of wheel’, *nabha- 
‘navel, blood relationship’ (in an anthroponym), YAv. nafa- m. ‘navel, origin, blood 
relationship’ (for the semantic relationship cf. Arm. port ‘navel’, ‘tribe, generation’), 
OPr. nabis ‘hub, navel’, OHG naba ‘hub’, nabalo ‘navel’, Lat. umbilicus m. ‘navel; 
centre, middle’ < *hznb"- (Schrijver 1991: 61-62), Gr. óugaAóc m. ‘navel, umbilical 
cord’, etc., see Pokorny 1959: 314-315; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 817 = 1995, 1: 
716; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 13-14; Mallory/Adams 1997: 391. 

This comparison was revived by Ritter 1983 who posits a vrddhi-derivation 
*h neb"-o- (cf. Skt. nabh- f. RV 9.74.6), with a semantic shift ‘nave’ > ‘wheel’, thus 
‘zur Nabe gehörig’, or ‘furnished with a nave’. 

This etymology is accepted by a few scholars: Beekes 1987b: 6 (hesitantly: 2003: 
186); Meid 1994: 61; Olsen 1999: 23. Olsen (1984: 106; 1985: 9; cf. Greppin 1988- 
89: 477) posits *hzneb"-i- directly equating with Skt. nabhi- f. ‘nave’. However, the 
Sanskrit form is usually derived from *h3nob"-i- (cf. also Lubotsky 1988: 30), 
which, as Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 391 points out, would have yielded 
Arm. *anow or the like. Nevertheless, this etymology of aniw is attractive, and the 
assumption on *hzneb"- should be considered at least possible. The alternating o- 


16 If we have to reconstruct a by-form with a laryngeal, as Derksen (1996: 258-259) does, or 
some kind of quasi-laryngeal of secondary origin (from a glottalic *g- as in Balto-Slavic, 
Lubotsky, p.c.), one should bear in mind that neither *Hnid-s nor *Honid-s would explain 
EArm. *hanic satisfactorily, unless an ablauting paradigm *he/onid-s is involved. 
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and a-stems may be derived from PArm. masculine thematic *-o- and fem. *-e/;- 
proto-forms respectively. The initial *hznV- regularly yields Arm. *anV- (pace 
Lindeman 1997: 5646), see s.vv. anec-k‘ ‘curse’, anun ‘name’, and 2.1.17.3. For the 
semantic relation between ‘nave’ and ‘wheel’, see HAB 1: 593-594. 

Jahukyan (1971: 49; 1987: 149) assumes a derivation from PIE *snehu- ‘to turn, 
bind’, cf. Olc. sniia ‘to wind, twist (yarn), twine (thread)’, etc. (on the etymon, see 
Pokorny 1959: 977; Mallory/Adams 1997: 571b; see also s.v. neard ‘sinew, 
tendon’). However, there are no semantic and structural matches in cognate 
languages, and the initial a- is unexplained. This etymology is therefore rightly 
dismissed by Ritter 1983: 194). 

Witczak (1999: 181) compares aniw with Skt. nemi- f. ‘felloe of a wheel’ positing 
*aneimi-. This would yield Arm. *(a)nem-, however. One might assume an original 
HD i-stem with nom. in *-oi (cf. 2.2.2.4): *Hnéim-oi, gen. *Hnim-i-ós > PArm. 
*onéim"(u)i, *anim-i-o- '' > *anéw, gen. *anim-i- >> aniw, gen. anu-i. But this is 
still uncertain. 

Culturological excursus: the wheel as a torture instrument 

Arm. aniw ‘wheel’ refers also to a torture instrument’ (Bible+); cf. Lat. rota 
‘wheel’, ‘a revolving wheel to which prisoners were bound as a form of torture’ 
(OxfLatDict); Hitt. hurkel- n. ‘a kind of crime’ or ‘abomination’, usually derived 
from hurki- ‘wheel’ < PIE *Huerg'- ‘to twist, turn, wind’ and referring to a crime to 
be punished on the wheel or rack; for a discussion, see Hoffner 1964: 336-337; 
Puhvel 1971; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 494,, 719-720; Starke 1990: 343-345. 

A rack is an old torture instrument, consisting (usually) of a frame having a roller 
at each end; the victim was fastened to these by the wrists and ankles, and had the 
joints of his limbs stretched by their rotation (see OxfEnglDict). A similar or the 
same instrument appears in Armenian, in Agat'angelos: gel-oc‘ and gel-aran, both 
deriving from gel- ‘to twist; to squeeze’ (q.v.); see HAB 1: 530; 2: 404. As Hoffner 
(1964: 337) points out, the rack was known only in the Middle Ages but not in 
Greek, Roman or Near Eastern antiquity. 

There also is some textual evidence for the killing at wagons. In P‘awstos Buzand 
4.58 (1883=1984: 150°"): Apa hraman tayr t'agaworn Parsic‘ Sapuh, <...>, ew 
zamenayn zkin ew zmanuk hanel and c'ic' saylic‘ : “Then Sapuh king of Persia 
ordered <...>, and all the women and children impaled on carriage-poles" (transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 178). The same formula is also found in P'awstos Buzand 4.24 
(1205; transl. 157). In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.35 (1913-1991: 300°"): Zors gereal 
handerj ganjiwk'n ew tiknawn P‘aranjemaw xatac‘uc ‘in i yAsorestan; ew and and 
sayli c'ic' haneal satakec ‘in “Taking them captive with the treasures and Queen 
P‘atanjem they brought them to Assyria. And there they massacred them by 
impaling them on wagon poles" (transl.: Thomson 1978: 293). 


ankanim, aor. ank-a-, imper. ank-ir, partic. ank-eal (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 100-104) ‘to fall down; to come down, hang down; to arrive, 
come to end, cease, stop; to die, fall (especially in a battle); to fall morally, commit a 
crime, sin, prostitute, etc.’ (Bible+); ank-ac ‘fallen, miserable’ (Bible+), ‘cadaver’ 
(John Chrysostom, etc.); ankanem ‘to weave’ (Bible+), ank-uac ‘the weaving, 


V For *-m”- > -w- see s.v. awr ‘day’. 
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texture’ (Bible+); y-ang ‘(at/to) end’ (Bible+); c‘-ank/g ‘always, to the end’ 
(Bible+), see also s.vv. c 'ank/g ‘hedge’ and c ‘ank(an)am ‘to lust’. 

For the semantic field cf. e.g. Lat. cadö ‘to fall (down, from); to be killed, die, 
perish; to be ruined, decay, abate; to happen; to end, close; to fall through, fail’, 
cadaver, -eris n. ‘dead body, corpse’; see s.vv. *satak ‘corpse’, c ‘acnum ‘to become 
low, subside, cease’. See also s.v. ang-ti ‘prostitute’, etymologically perhaps ‘the 
fallen one’. 
eDIAL The verb ankanim ‘to fall down’ is ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly with 
initial ə- or i- [HAB 1: 199b]. The initial A’ of Mus and Alaskert h’anganel (perhaps 
also Agulis hang’dnil) may point to *y-ang-. Interesting are Ararat ang ‘invalid, 
disabled’ [HAB 1: 199b]; Kesaria ank‘ina ‘weaving, texture, cloth’ [Ant‘osyan 
1961: 250]. 
eETYM Probably derived from IE *syg"- ‘to sink, fall’, cf. Goth. siggan, OHG 
sinke/an, Germ. sinken, Engl. sink, etc. (Meillet 1894b: 288; Hübschmann 1897: 
419; HAB 1: 199; Pokorny 1959: 906; sceptical Beekes 2003: 204). The 
appurtenance of forms outside Germanic is uncertain. Further see s.v. ankenum ‘to 
cause to fall, throw down’. 


ankiwn, an-stem: GDSg ankean, AblSg y-ankiwn-é (once), ISg ankeam-b, NPI 
ankiwn-k‘, GDPI ankean-c‘, later also i-stem; in Grigoris Arsaruni (7-8" cent.): 
angiwn ‘corner’ (Bible+). 

In 2 Paralipomenon 9.18 ankiwn renders Gr. &ykov ‘elbow’. Based on this, NHB 
1: 174c ascribes also the meaning ‘elbow (of an arm-chair)’ to Arm. ankiwn. 
According to Aécaryan (HAB 1: 200b), however, this is merely a transliteration of 
the Greek word; the expected form *ankon or *ankovn has been confused with Arm. 
ankiwn ‘corner’. 
eDIAL Larabat ängün ‘side’; in other dialects the following meanings are recorded: 
Van ‘closet (in the wall)’, Xian ‘cellar’, Salmast ‘the bottom of a ground-hearth’ 
[HAB 1: 200b]. 
eETYM From PIE *h;eng-: Lat. angulus m. ‘corner, angle’, Umbr. anglom (see 
Untermann 2000: 101-102), OCS ogvl» ‘comer’, OIc. ekkja ‘ankle, heel’, etc. The 
connection with Lat. angulus was already noted by Klaproth (1831=1823: 100a) and 
in NHB 1: 174c. See also Hübschmann 1897: 419-420; HAB 1: 200b (also with 
forms that actually derive from */;enk-, on which see s.v. an(u)t‘ ‘armpit’). 

According to Kortlandt (2003: 27), the absence of the development to *awc- 
“betrays a different ablautstufe”. As is pointed out by Beekes (2003: 204), however, 
this is irrelevant since ankiwn does not have a labiovelar. For the suffix, see Olsen 
1999: 489-490 and s.v. ariwn ‘blood’. 

The Germanic, Slavic and Latin forms reflect full grade *h,eng-; for Lat. angulus, 
zero grade is possible, but unverifiable; Lat. ungulus 'ring (on the finger) and 
ungustus ‘crooked stick’ derive from *A;ong- (Schrijver 1991: 43, 51, 60, 317; see 
also Derksen 1996: 270-271). The absence of h- in Arm. ankiwn probably points to 
zero grade. This may be due to the derivation. 


anjaw, GDSg anjaw-i, LocSg y-anjawi, a-stem with compound k‘ar-anjaw ‘cave; 
fortress; rock? (Bible+). In the Bible: twice in LocSg y-anjawi (1 Kings 22.4, 5) and 
once in LPI y-anjaws (1 Maccabees 9.43). 
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GDSg anjawi is attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.16 (1913= 1991: 54°"; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 101), in the wonderful description of the rock of Van: Isk zanddém 
aregakan kolmn anjawin, ur ew oc' gic mi erkat'ov ayzm veragrel ok‘ kare, zayspisi 
karcrut iwn niwt'oy pes pes tacars ew seneaks ot ‘ic‘ ew tuns ganjuc ' ew vihs erkars, 
oc‘ gite ok‘, t€ orpiseac' irac' patrastut ‘iwn hrasakerteac‘ “Now on the side of the 
rock that faces the sun, on which today no one can scratch a line with an iron point — 
such is the hardness of the surface — [she had carved out| various temples and 
chambers and treasure houses and wide caverns; no one knows how she formed such 
wonderful constructions". 

In order to clarify the semantics, one needs a special treatment of the numerous 
attestations (see NHB 1: 190b; 2: 996b) of anjaw and its compounds, especially the 
one with k‘ar ‘stone’ as the first member, namely k‘aranjaw. My preliminary 
impression is that the basic meaning must be formulated approximately as ‘cliffy, 
precipitous place, high rocky shelter/fortress’ or *inaccessible cliff/cave (especially 
as a shelter or fortress for people, natural or artificial). For the semantic field, 
compare amur, ayrı and daran (see HAB s.v.v). The context which unifies these 
three words can be illustrated by a passage where patanjaw (a hapax composed of 
pal/! ‘immovable rock’ [HAB 4: 4a, 13, 90a], q.v., and anjaw) appears in an 
impressive description of ‘inaccessible caves’ (yamur ayrs) of Mananali; see 
Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.45 (1913= 1991: 314-75; Thomson 1978: 307-308). 

The evidence for an a-stem comes from the numerous attestations of GDPI 
k‘ar-anjawac'‘, see NHB 2: 996b. Note also i sors k‘aranjawac‘ “in stony caves" in 
P‘awstos Buzand 6.16 /5" cent./ (1883-1984: 230"; transl. Garsoian 1989: 239). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 202b) mentions the connection to anjuk ‘narrow’ (q.v.) 
suggested implicitly in NHB 1: 190b. Jahukyan (1967: 163; with a question mark, 
1987: 112; 1990: 10) and Olsen (1999: 355f, 784f) are more positive, although 
others (cf. Pokorny 1959: 42; Tumanjan 1978; Greppin 1983, etc.) do not mention 
anjaw next to anjuk. 

I see no serious semantic reasons to reject the etymology, since anjuk very often 
refers to mountainous (narrow, cliffy, precipitous) places which are difficult to 
traverse. A similar development is seen in cognate forms, too, such as Germ. Enge 
and Lat. angustum. For the semantic field ‘Angst; Bedrängnis’ ` ‘stony/cliffy place’, 
cf. vax ‘fear’ vs. vax *precipitous/cliffy place’. 

The problem of -aw is more intriguing. Basing herself on Skt. amhati- f. 
“Bedrängnis, Not’ and OCS ozota ‘Enge’ and restoring an old “s/t-stem”, Olsen 
(1999: 355-356, 784-785) derives anjaw < *anjawa- from *(h)ang"e/ota- through 
vowel assimilation a-e/o-a > a-a-a. However, the formation of Skt. amhati- is 
“ungewöhnlich” [Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 38], and the alleged old “s/t-stem” 
seems strange to me. Secondly, I am not sure about the development *-ota- > Arm. 
-awa-. Furthermore, the explanation of Jahukyan (1987: 112) from *ang"auo- (why 
-o-?), although with a question mark and without discussion, seems to me more 
economical and plausible since it does not separate -w of anjaw from -u- of anju-k < 
*n,(e)ng"-u-. Later, he (1990: 10) considered *-a- less probable and assumed a 
development *-ew- > -aw with the assimilatory influence of the word-initial a-. 

Olsen, citing only the former version of Jahukyan, argues against this point of 
view with two objections: first, there is no external evidence for a root-final 
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laryngeal; second, an intervocalic *-u- should be continued as Arm. *-g-. However, 
-w is the regular development in the Classical auslaut; see 2.1.8. The PArm. form 
could have been *h,(e)ng"-H-u-, probably analogical after the IE antonym *plth;-u- 
‘wide’; see s.v. yatt‘. Next to PArm. "halt -u- from *plth;-us there may have existed 
PArm. *hait‘-aw-V from e.g. *plth;-u-ih;-. QIE *h;(e)ng"-H-u- would yield PArm. 
*anju-, which is continued in anjuk (q.v.), and the oblique stem *anjaw-i/a- may go 
back to QIE *h,(e)ng”-H-u-eh>-, with analogical *-HuV- > -aw- after unattested 
*halt -aw-V. Compare y-olov, i-stem ‘abundant’ vs. Skt. purti-, f. pürvi- ‘much, 
abundant' (RV+). For the development of the PIE interconsonantal laryngeals in 
Armenian I refer to 2.1.20. Note that Armenian seems to have generalized such 
feminines of PIE u-stems in making them Armenian i- or a-stems; see 2.2.3. 


anjn, GDSg anjin, ISg anjam-b, NPI anjin-k', API anjin-s (in Ep‘rem: anjun-s), GDPI 
anjan-c' (cf. also mi-anjn, NPl -un-k^) ‘person, ipse’; soul, spirit; body’ (Bible+). 
For instance: nk'oleal en anjink' mer ` vovi 0& ý woyr ruv xoxácnpog (Numbers 
11.6). For the paradigm of anjn as well as mi-anjn *moine', lit. ‘qui est une personne 
seule’, see Meller 1903: 139ff; 1936: 77-79; Tumanjan 1978: 248, 270-271, 322; 
Jahukyan 1982: 94, 109; Beekes 1995: 113-120; Olsen 1999: 119-120. 

The meaning ‘body’ is seen, e.g., in derivatives like anjn-eł ‘large-bodied’ in 
John Chrysostom, and koptar-anjn in Movsés Xorenac'i 2.8 (1913-1991: 114^), 
translated by Thomson (1978: 141) as *monstrous'. It has been preserved in the 
dialects (see below). 

The derivative anjn-eay 'personable, large-bodied’ is attested in 1 Kings 9.2 
(rendering Gr. eöusy&dng) and in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.12 (1913-1991: 41'°; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 91): zayr seg ew anjneay “a proud and personable man" (on Sisak); 
also 1.10 (325; transl. 85): gelapatsac ew anjneay “handsome and personable” (on 
Hayk). 

The meaning ‘ipse’ can be illustrated, e.g., by the following passages. In Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i (G cent.) 3.82 (1904-1985: 150°’; transl. Thomson 1991: 209): oc tayr 
dul anjinn “he permitted himself <...> no delay". In T‘ovma Arcruni 2.7 /10? cent./ 
(1985: 192; transl. Thomson 1985: 188): Ew en gazanabaroyk', ariwnarbuk', ar 
oc 'inc' hamarelov zspanumn elbarc' harazatac', na ew zanjanc' ews “They are 
savage in their habits, drinkers of blood, who regard as naught the killing of their 
own brothers and even of themselves". 

The derivative anjn-awor ‘subsistent; breathing’ (< 'body/soul possessing’) is 
attested in Eznik Kotbac‘i, Philo, etc. In his “Refutation of the Sects”, Eznik 
Kotbac‘i (5" cent.) frequently uses the word referring to, for instance, mythical 
beings (1.25; 1994: 82-86); for a discussion, see Abelyan 1941: 17-21. 
eDIAL Preserved in numerous dialects, mainly in the meaning ‘body’ [HAB 1: 204a; 
Gabikean 1952: 66]. A textual illustration can be found e.g. in a fairy-tale from 
Larabat (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 636^). 

Van anj means ‘the vulva of a pregnant cow’ [Aécaryan 1913: 104a; HAB 1: 
204a] or ‘the vulva of an animal’ [Acartyan 1952: 245]. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 204a) does not cite any dialectal form continuing ClArm. 
anjnawor. He only mentions Aparan anjnahur ‘a mythical being’ stating that it is a 
reshaped form of *aznawor (q.v.). The form anjnahur is also attested in the epic 
“Sasna crer". In SasCr 2/2, 1951: 821, 965a, it has been explicitly treated as a result 
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of a wrong interpretation of anjov hrelen 'fiery with body’. Note also Gomer 
aznahur ‘giant’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 8a]. This seems unnecessary in view of the 
following forms: Sasun anjnävur ‘animate, living, corporeal’ [Petoyan 1954: 103; 
1965: 443]; Moks anjnavur, anjnahur ‘animate; giant, mighty’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 63b]. Also *azn-awor can be derived from anjnawor, with the sound 
development -njn- > -zn-. See s.v. *azn-awor for more detail. 

The internal -h- of the forms aznahur and anjnahur may be explained as a glide 
(see 2.1.32) and/or due to contamination with Auri ‘fairy’, on which see HAB 3: 
125b; H. Mkrté‘yan 1987: 56, 56,7; cf. also dial. (Adana) hreik ‘giant’ (see Acarean 
1913: 676a), hurnik-hrelen (cf. HAB 3: 126, s.v. hur "Drei, That huri not only 
refers to female but also male supernatural beings is seen from e.g. the meaning 
‘giant’ (Adana), as well as from Huri t'ak'avor “the king Huri” [HZHek‘ 1, 1959: 
120-136, 143-148, etc.; H. Mkrt&‘yan 1987: 57]. Note also Širak, etc. ajbay-huri 
(vars. havja-huri, abra-huri), an epithet of the rain-bringing doll Nuri(n) (see 
Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 273; R. Grigoryan 1970: 325-326), obviously composed as 
*acp- or *ajb- ‘amazement’ + -a- + huri ‘fairy’. This is implicitly suggested by 
Abetyan (1941: 91) who renders ajbahuri “wonderful fairy" (hrasali haverzahars); 
see also HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 96a. 
eETYM Corresponds to Olc. angi, n-stem m. ‘smell, scent’, Dan. ange "Dampf, 
often derived from PIE *h;enh,- ‘to breathe’ (Lidén 1906: 38-40; HAB 1: 203b; 
Pokorny 1959: 43; Greppin 1983: 292; Jahukyan 1987: 112; Olsen 1999: 120; cf. 
Winter 1965: 102). It has been assumed that Osc. aftiim ‘soul’ belongs here, too 
(Knobloch 1974: 350; on this word see, however, Schrijver 1991: 30; Untermann 
2000: 60). 

If indeed from *A;enAh;-$"-, then anjn is another example of the loss of a laryngeal 
before a stop (*- RHC-; see 2.1.20). 


anjuk, o-stem: GDSg anjk-o-y (a homily ascribed to Ehi$e; “Yalaxapatum”), ISg 
anjk-o-v (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, John Chrysostom, Grigor Narekac‘i); a-stem: ISg 
anjk-a-w in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (see below) and “Yalaxapatum” 6 (although in 
10 and 11: GDSg anjkoy) adj. ‘narrow; difficult’; subst. ‘narrow passage; 
mountainous place which is hard to traverse; anxiety, affliction; desire, longing’. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913= 1991: 361''°; transl. Thomson 1978: 352): 
Ayspiseaw anjkaw hetjamtjuk eteal, vtangim (var. p 'Ykim) karotut'eamb meroy horn 
“Oppressed by such an affliction I suffer from the loss of our father”. 

For the reference to ‘inaccessible, rocky place’ or ‘cave’, cf. Movsés Xorenac‘i 
3.44 (313""'; transl. 307): yanjuks Tayoc‘ k‘aranc‘ : “in the recesses of the caves of 
Tayk‘”. Compare also P‘awstos Buzand 4.24 (1883=1984: 122; transl. Garsoian 
1989: 158). The evidence for the declension class comes from the substantive. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1854: 15'*°*) and Hübschmann (1897: 420"?^, derived 
from IE *n,(e)ng"-u- ‘narrow’: Skt. amhu-, MPers. *anzük, Goth. aggwu, etc.; cf. 
also PIE s-stem: Skt. amhas- n. ‘Angst, Bedrängnis’, Lat. angus-tus, etc.; see HAB 
1: 204; Pokorny 1959: 42-43; Tumanjan 1978: 63, 74, 125; 156; Schmitt 1981: 48, 
50, 62, 68; Greppin 1983: 292; Schrijver 1991: 43, 66; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 
38-39; Olsen 1999: 588, etc. The reconstruction of a PIE labiovelar instead of the 
palatal (see Clackson 1994: 108 with lit.) seems unnecessary to me. On Armenian 
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forms in -uk deriving from earlier *u-stems, see Clackson 1994: 121-122. See also 
s.v. anjaw ‘cave’. 

The native origin of Arm. anjuk is accepted almost by everyone, except for 
Henning (followed by Mayrhofer, Salmons apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 391a), who 
treats it as an Iranian loan. This is possible, but unmotivated and unnecessary, since 
there is no reason to abandon the traditional point of view. In this respect, a few 
words on the suffix are in order. 

Meillet (1936: 29) points out that Arm. -k can only go back to *g and does not 
correspond to the Slavic -&-; cf. also Pokorny 1959: 42. The compromise proposed 
by Tumanjan (1978: 156), which presupposes a twofold reflex of *-k- in Armenian, 
i.e. k and k‘, does not seem very attractive. 

The suffix -(u)k is found not only in Iranian loans, but also in native words of 
different morphological categories, e.g. gatt-uk ‘secretly’. Thus, regardless of its 
origin (cf. Tumanjan 1978: 74, 125; 156; Jahukyan 1987: 232, 356, 569; 1998: 33; 
Olsen 1999: 584-590), one cannot reject the traditional view (according to which 
anjuk is native), basing oneself solely on the suffix. To the contrary, anjuk mostly is 
an o-stem, while Iranian loans in -uk are a-stems; cf. Olsen 1999: 589. 


anjrdi, o- or ea-stem ‘(adj.) arid; (subst.) arid place, desert’. 

Abundant from the Bible onwards. In two of the Bible attestations, anjrdin. The 
only evidence for the declension class comes from AblSg y-anjrdwoy and LocSg 
y-anjrdwoj, attested once each in the Bible. 
eDIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB. In 2003: 13, 298, Acéafyan mentions 
Zeyt'un forms continuing anjrdi (anj 'ayd'a ‘thirsty’, anj'ayd il and anj‘ayd nol ‘to 
get thirsty’), stating that the word is absent in other dialects. However, it has been 
preserved in Goris: ancordi, ancirdi (see Margaryan 1975: 314a). 
eETYM Certainly composed of the privative prefix an-, jur ‘water’ (q.v.) and the 
suffix -di. Murvalyan (1955: 277) points out that this is the only example for the 
suffix -di. Cf. also an-jur ‘üvvöpocg’ and jrem ‘to water, irrigate’. Olsen (1999: 371) 
hesitantly derives the suffix -di from IE *-tio- or *-d"h;tio- (from *d'eh;- ‘to put’). 
The latter alternative does not seem very probable. As to the former, one can be 
more positive here because of strong parallels such as yurt ‘7 ‘fertile, watered’ < y- 
(<*h ,en- ‘in’) + *ur- + -t'i and nawt'i ‘hungry’ < *n- + *aw- + -t'i (q.v.). See also 
2.3.1. 

Compare also Svedia *an-apur-d/t ‘uninhabited (place)’, with apur- ‘to live’. 


antat, a-stem: GDSg antar-i, LocSg y-antar-i, GDPI antar-a-c‘ (all attested in the 
Bible; the alleged IPI antar-o-v-k' in Job 40.17/22 is in fact antar-a-w-k', see Cox 
2006: 259); later i-stem: GDPI antar-i-c‘ (Paterica), IPl antar-i-w-k' (Nerses 
Lambronac*1) ‘forest’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB and HayLezBrbBar. But antar is 
present in a number of E dialects, e.g. Larabat antar [Davt‘yan 1966: 312]. Besides, 
it is the principal word for ‘forest’ in Modern Armenian. Note also Metri place-name 
Ándar [Atayan 1954: 262b]. 
eETYM The component *-/ar has frequently been compared to IE *doru- ‘wood, 
tree’ (see s.v.v. targal, tarr, torn, torg). Bugge 1890: 85-86 compares the 
phonological alternation car ‘tree’ vs. an-tar ‘forest’ (with an- from *sm-; see also 
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Saradzeva 1986: 36735) with cic : tit ‘teat’ (q.v.). Acaryan (HAB 4: 671) connects 
antar directly to Gr. ö&vöpov, deriving the latter from *dévpov. Jahukyan (1987: 118, 
245, 258, 259; 1988, 2: 80) reconstructs *sm-daru- with a question mark. Earlier, he 
(1967: 182, 303; cf. also NHB 1: 243a) equated the component *far with Arm. car 
‘tree’, placing antat in the list of words with alternation c/t. 

The reconstruction of *sm-dVru- would be possible if we assume a contamination 
with car ‘tree’. It is tempting to suggest a direct comparison with tarr/tar 
‘elementum’ (q.v.), although here the alternant tar is relatively young. The semantic 
relationship between ‘wood, material’ and ‘woods’ is well known, cf. Lat. silva, 
Engl. wood(s), Russ. les(á), Fr. bois, etc. (see also s.v. mayri,). Arm. antat itself is 
attested in the meaning ‘Ön’ once (Basil of Caesarea). 

One the other hand, one can alternatively suggest an etymological connection 
with IE *H(o)nd-r- ‘rock; mountain’: Skt. ádri- m. ‘stone, rock; mountain (range)’, 
Mir. ond, onn < *ondes- n. ‘stone, rock, mountain’ (for the etymon, see Pokorny 
1959: 778; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 666; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 65). As is 
stated by Beekes (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 547b), the IE root 1s "poorly attested 
and uncertain". 

If Arm. antar is related to these words, one might interpret its meaning by the 
semantic shift ‘mountain’ > ‘forest’, perhaps through intermediary ‘wooded 
mountain = Bergwald’ (see 3.4.1). The Armenian form, like the Irish one, is perhaps 
based on neuter *H(o)nd-es-; thus: *Hnd-(e/o)s-r-eh;- > PArm. *antar-a- > Arm. 
antar, -ac‘. For the combination neuter *-s- + *-r- cf. *kerh>-s-ro- > Lat. cerebrum 
‘brain’ from the s-stem found in Skt. siras ‘head’, Gr. xépag ‘horn’ (see Schrijver 
1991: 96). The auslaut of the Armenian word might have also been influenced by 
car ‘tree’. 

Uncertain. 


anun, an-stem: GDSg anuan, AblSg anuan-e, ISg anuam-b, NPl anuan-k', GDPI 
anuan-c ' ‘name; fame’ (Bible+). In compounds: anun(-a)- and anuan-a-. 

Among numerous Biblical illustrations (Astuacaturean 1895: 117-123), we find a 
few attestations of the formula anun dnem ‘to put a name’. In view of some 
examples (e.g. 4 Kings 17.34: orum ed anun Israyel : o Auer tò Övoua adrod 
lopagA), one might assume a Greek calque. This is unnecessary because of other 
examples, e.g. Genesis 4.17 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 162): Ew siner k'alak' ew dner anun 
k'alak'in yanun ordwoy iwroy Enok'ay : kai v oixodoudyv zóAw Kai énovóuaocev 
tjv zOAw émi TH Ovouarı tod viod attod Evwy. Furthermore, the formula is 
corroborated by dialectal evidence. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 208-209]. With generalization of the oblique 
stem *anaw-: Van anun, GSg anvan, NPl anvaner, Ozim anav-ov ‘famous’ (= ISg); 
see Ačatyan 1952: 128, also 103, 245. 

In some peripheral NE, E, SE dialects (T‘iflis, Ararat, Larabal, Goris, Juta [HAB 
1: 209a], Agulis [Acarean 1935: 127, 335], etc.), one finds anum or anam. Note also 
anmani ‘famous’, etc. (HAB, ibid.). 

anun dnel ‘to put a name’ in Polis, Nor Naxijewan [Acarean 1913: 107a], and 
elsewhere (HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 69a; Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 166ab). For a textual 
illustration, see SasC 1, 1936: 406-79. 


anur 97 


eETYM Since Klaproth, NHB, etc., linked with the IE forms of the word for ‘name’: 
Gr. 6voua, -atoc n., Lat. nomen, -inis n., Skt. naman- n. (RV+), MPers., NPers. nam, 
Goth. namo, OCS ime, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 420; HAB 1: 208]. 

The Armenian form could be explained by the following paradigm: PIE PD 
n-stem NSg *h3néh3-mn > P Arm. *anuwn > anun, obl. *h3nh3-mén- > *anumVn-, or 
*h3n(e)h3-my-t-os > *an(u)man(t), cf. Gr. óvoua, -arog (on the latter view, see 
Lindeman 1986; Stempel 1993: 150). For different views, references and a 
discussion, see Schmitt 1967: 91562; Greppin 1983: 293-294; Clackson 1994: 33-34, 
206,5; Kortlandt 1984: 42; 1987: 63; 2001: 12 = 2003: 55, 77, 132; Beekes 1987b: 1- 
6; 2003: 168, 186, 191; Stüber 1997; Olsen 1999: 132-133. For *mn : *-wn 
compare mrjiwn ` mrjimn ‘ant’, pastawn, gen. past-aman ‘service’, etc. 

Meillet (1936: 48) explains -un from*-uwn « *-omn, and (1903: 143) notes that 
“m a dà subsister dialectalement aux cas obliques et ainsi on a pu rétablir anumn qui 
existe encore dans divers dialectes, notamment celui de la plaine d'Ararat, sous la 
forme anum". According to Jahukyan (1959: 177; 1985: 157; 1987: 278; see also 
Davt‘yan 1966: 66; N. Simonyan 1979: 230-231), too, dial. *anum originates from 
*anumn when the development *-umn > *-uwn > -un had not yet taken place. He 
(ibid.) alternatively admits the possibility of a dissimilation anun > *anum which is 
unconvincing. 

The explanation of dial. *anum as a direct archaic reflex of *anumn does not 
seem plausible. Given the fact that *-mn yields Arm. -wn in final position (cf. 
pastawn vs. gen. past-aman ‘service’), I propose a paradigmatic solution (cf. 2.2.2). 
The PArm. paradigm nom. *anuwn, obl. *an(V)man- was levelled into (1) *anuwn : 
*anwan 7 ClArm. anun : anuan, with generalization of *-w-; (2) *anumn : *anman 
> anum, with the generalization of *-m-. 

The PIE formula */;néh;-mn d'eh;- [Ivanov 1964; 1976a: 41-48; 1981: 140-142, 
148-149; 1983a; Mallory/Adams 1997: 438a] is reflected in Arm. anun dnem ‘to put 
a name’. 

The *name' functions as an accusative of specification in constructions of the type 
Skt. asid raja Nalo nama "there was a king Nala (his) name", etc. (see Hahn 1969; 
Beekes 1973c). This construction is also found in the original Armenian literature 
since the oldest period, e.g. in Koriwn (1981: 92", transl. 277): Ew na arak'er zomn 
Vahric anun "He then dispatched a man named Vahrié". For examples from Elise, 
P'awstos Buzand, Lazar P‘arpec‘i etc., see NHB 1: 221a. 

anur, o-stem: GDSg anr-o-y ‘ring, necklace, collar’ (Bible+); anr-ak, AblSg y-anrak- 
& in Job 31.22 (Cox 2006: 201) ‘collarbone, clavicle’ (rendering Gr. die 
‘collarbone’ in Job 31.22). 

A textual illustration from Job 40.26: Et'e kapic'es anur (= Gr. kpikog ‘ring’) i 
k'it's nora *Will you attach a ring in its snout?" (Cox 2006: 260). 
eETYM Bugge 1893: 3 compares anur to Lat. anus, T m. ‘ring, circle; ring, link; 
anus''*, Olr. áinne ‘ring’. Acatyan (HAB 1: 209b with ref.) rejects the comparison 
on the ground of the reconstruction *anKno- for the Latin word (cf. also Zavaroni 
2003: 230f). However, the etymology with the reconstruction of *ano- (= *h;eh;no-) 


55 For the semantic shift ‘ring’ > ‘anus’ cf. Syriac ‘ezgavä, Gipsy bokoli (see HAB 1: 463b 
s.v. bokel "a kind of round bread’). 
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is mostly accepted (see Pokorny 1959: 47; Jahukyan 1967: 236; 1982: 34; 
Alabekyan 1979: 65; Greppin 1983: 294; Schrijver 1991: 53; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
486b; de Vaan 2008: 45). Also Hitt. anna- has been adduced (see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 817 — 1995, 1: 717 with references). 

We may assume QIE *h,(e)h>no- > PArm. *an(o)- + the suffix -ur as in bl-ur 
‘hill’, kt-ur ‘roof’, mr-ur ‘sediment’ (vs. mur ‘soot’), etc. Jahukyan (1987: 112, 235, 
439; cf.1998: 35-36) posits *and-ro-, but the lengthening of the medial vowel is 
unexplained. Olsen 1999: 33 starts with *-ur-o- as secondary thematization of an 
original *uer/n-stem (cf. bl-ur ‘hill’ vs. OHG bilorn ‘tooth-gum’) but points out that 
the stem formation is not corroborated by external evidence. 

We may be dealing with a substratum word. 

The connection of Arm. anur with Gr. olöog ‘swelling’, etc. (see s.v. ayt-k‘ 
"check" suggested by Alayan 1974: 20-22 is untenable. 


anurj-k', i-stem: GDPI anrj-i-c‘ (Philo, Book of Chries, Gregory of Nyssa, 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, etc.); o-stem: GDSg an(a)rj-o-y (Paterica), GDPI anrj- 
o-c‘ (Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘dream, day-dream, prophetic vision, vision’. 

The oldest attestation is found in Matthew 27.19: y-anurj-s “in a dream’. 

The meaning 'prophetic dream' is seen e.g. in the Alexander Romance (H. 
Simonyan 1989: 76-55 and in Movsés Xorenac'i 2.88 (1913-1991: 2385 transl. 
Thomson 1978: 243), in the derivative anrj-akan. Note also Book of Chries 8.2.2 
(G. Muradyan 1993: 18975; Russ. transl. 2000: 179): yastuacayin anrjic'n “B 
OOXKeCTBeHHBIX CHOBHUJICHUAX”. 
eETYM Since NHB (1: 223c), connected with Gr. óvap n. ‘dream’, especially 
*fortune-telling dream, vision’, óveipoc m. ‘god of dreams, dream’, Aeol. óvoipoc 
m., Cret. &vaipov: Öveıpov, &vap: óvop (Hesychius), Alb. ádérré (Geg.), éndérré 
(Tosc.) from *andérré < *h3nr-io- (Kortlandt 1986: 38, 44 = 2003: 68, 74). For 
references and a discussion, see HAB 1: 209-210; Pisani 1934: 180-182; Clackson 
1994: 182, 236339; Balles 1997: 150-152. Arm. anurj, o-stem, comes from QIE 
*hsnor-ijo-. The alternative i-stem probably points to *-ih>-. 

Beekes (1969: 46) reconstructs the following paradigm: nom. *-dr, acc. *-ér-m, 
gen. *-r-ós. See also s.vv. ayr ‘man’, awr ‘day’. As to the form in *-io-, I assume 
thematization based on a frozen locative in *-i- (cf. Hamp 1984a: *Hnen-i vs. nom. 
*Hon-r > *Hneri > *Hnerio-, Helleno-Armenian thematization), cf. s.vv. *alj- 
*darkness', ayg *morning'. 

A possible trace of QIE "A;nor-ih; may be seen in c'nor-k', i-stem ‘fancy, 
fantasy, day-dream; bad dream, apparition, bogy’. 


ač‘-k‘, pl. tant. a-stem: gen.-dat. ac ac, instr. ad‘-a-w-k‘, etc. (rich evidence in the 
Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 140-143); i-stem: gen.-dat. ac -i-c' (Plato, Paterica, 
Sargis Snorhali, Nersés Lambronac‘i, etc.) ‘eyes’ (Bible); singulative akn ‘eye’ 
(q.v.). 
eDIAL Almost everywhere NPI ac'k' (also NDu *ac‘ui in Zeyt'un; see Acarean 
1913: 117a; 2003: 133, 152, 298) has become singular, replacing akn (q.v.). The 
latter, in the meaning ‘eye’, has been preserved in Agulis and some adjacent dialects, 
whereas C*1na has ask, GSg, aski [HAB 1: 223a; Aéarean 1935: 21, 331, 336]. 
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Hamsen *ac 'ok' anel ‘to give (a sign with) a wink’ [Aéarean 1913: 117b] derives 
from IPI ac 'awk'. GDPI ac oc" is represented in Van ac'ac -bazin ‘a small share of 
food given just to ease the hunger a little bit’ (lit. ‘the share of the eyes’) and ač ‘ac - 
ulnik *eye-bead (amulet)’ [Aéarean 1913: 116b]. 

More abundant is the evidence for GDPI ac 'ic' (frequently assimilated to ac 'ic ?), 
mostly in petrified expressions and derivatives: Hamsen ac'ic' hilun ‘eye-bead 
(amulet) [Aéafyan 1947: 221], Partizak ac'ic' ‘a prayer against the evil eye’, 
C'enkiler (Nikomidia) ac'ic' allal ‘to be struck by the evil eye’, K‘ti *aé ‘ic -eluk 
‘stricken by the evil eye’, *ac ‘ic -jur ‘a kind of medicine for the disease of the eye’ 
[Ačařean 1913: 116b], Van ac ‘ic -ulnik ‘eye-bead (amulet)’, Moks ac ‘ic‘ t'art'ap* 
‘winking, moment’, Xotorjur *ac 'ic'a linel ‘to get sick being struck by the evil eye’ 
(see also YuSamXotorj 1964: 429b), Karin, Balu *ac ‘ic '(-)hat (see s.v. hat), Xarberd 
*ac'ic' anel ‘to pray against the evil eye’, Sebastia *ac ‘ic -erewut -k' ‘ghost’, 
Larabat *ac'ic' / ac'oc' linel ‘to get sick being struck by the evil eye 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 77a], Dersim ac 'ic* allil ‘to become free of the evil eye’, 
ac'ijag ‘small shell-amulets sewn on the hats of children against the evil eye’, 
ac ‘ic /c' “spectacles, eye-glasses’ [Batramyan 1960: 111b], Erznka ac 'ic' k‘ar ‘eye- 
bead (amulet)' [Kostandyan 1979: 151a]. Particularly rich material 1s recorded for 
Sebastia by Gabikean (1952: 74-77). Note also Xarberd *acic hanel ‘to fulfil one's 
wish’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1: 2001: 45b). 

Van ac 'ic' is still a part of the paradigm [Aéaryan 1952: 128]. Some illustrations 
can be found e.g. in a folk-tale recorded in 1915 [HZHek‘ 14, 999: 13-39]: mec‘ 
parvu ac'ic' (18, 19) “into the eyes of the old woman”; ver mer ac'ic', ver mer 
gylxun (35) “onto our eyes, our head”. This GDPI ac ‘ic‘ can hardly be secondary 
since almost all the other examples of archaic GDPI forms of Van listed by Acaryan 
(1952: 128), even those not belonging to the a-declension, have -ac‘. The only 
exception is ClArm. van-k‘, -ac', which has GDPI vanic ' in the dialect of Van. For 
ot-k‘, -ic‘ ‘feet’ (q.v.), another form continuing PIE dual, I would also expect a GDPI 
form with -ic‘ in Van. The actual form is, however, votac', probably analogical after 
cerac' < ClArm. jerac <. 
eETYM Together with the singulative akn ‘eye’ (q.v.), derives from the PIE word for 
‘eye’: Skt. áksi-, GSg aksnás n., NADu aks-i n., YAv. NADu asi n., Gr. NADu doce 
n., Lat. oculus m. ‘eye’, OCS NADu oči n., Lith. akis ‘eye’, etc., see Hübschmann 
1897: 413-414; HAB 1: 107-108, 222-223 with references; Pokorny 1959: 776, 785; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 188a. For more references and a discussion, see Godel 1975: 
72, 82, 94; Eichner 1978: 147,7; Schmitt 1981: 50, 89; Lindeman 1982: 38-39; 
Mayrhofer 1986: 127113; Clackson 1994: 46-47, 111; Witczak 1999: 175. 

Armenian dual ad“ reflects the PIE dual form */;(o)K"-ih; n. ‘both eyes’. It is 
tempting to assume that Arm. *ac -i- (post-classical; dialects) directly continues the 
PIE dual in *ih,-, whereas classical ac -a- reflects the neuter plural in *-(e)h>-. 
Further see s.v. singulative akn ‘eye’. 


aj, o-stem: GDSg aj-o-y, AblSg y-aj-o-y, ISg aj-o-v; u-stem: GDSg aj-u, GDPI aj-u- 
c‘; note also LocSg y-aj-u and y-aj-um, AblSg y-aj-m-e (abundant in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 150-151) ‘right’. 
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Derivatives: aj-of ‘skilful, successful’, (y-)aj-of-ak (Bible-), y-aj-ot ‘id.’ 
(Eusebius of Caesarea), (y-)aj-of-em ‘to have success’ (Bible+), an-y-aj adv. 
‘inappropriate’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.8, 1913=1991: 114^ transl. Thomson 1978: 
141). 

See also s.v. araj ‘front’. 

A textual illustration for aj-o-y and y-aj-m-e in one and the same sentence can be 
found in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11 (1913-1991: 365 transl. Thomson 1978: 87): ew 
nizak anari i jerin iwrum ajoy, ew yahekumn vahan, ew antirk‘ yajmé ew i jax-m-é 
"A monstrous lance was in his right hand and in the left a shield. Chosen men stood 
to the right and left". 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In some dialects aj has been replaced by sa? of 
Turkish origin [HAB 1: 247a]. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. sadhati ‘to succeed, reach the goal’, siddhd-, sidhrá- 
successful’, sadhu- ‘straight, effective’, sidhyati ‘to succeed, be successful’ (for the 
forms, see also Lubotsky 1988: 46, 113; Kulikov 2001: 482-483), etc. [Lidén 1906: 
75-76; HAB 1: 246a; Meillet 1950: 86, also p.c. apud HAB 1: 246b; Jahukyan 1982: 
61-62, 132; 1987: 146; Greppin 1983: 296; Kortlandt 1994: 27 = 2003: 104; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 722-723; Mallory/Adams 1997: 228b; Olsen 1999: 186; 
Beekes 2003: 199]. 

Recently this etymology has been criticized by Witczak 1999: 174-175. However, 
the derivation *sHd"-io- or *seh>d"-io- ‘successful’ > Arm. aj, o-stem ‘right’ (cf. Skt. 
sadhyá- m. ‘a class of divinities’) is impeccable both formally and semantically. For 
the development *-d'i- > Arm. -j-, see 2.1.22.1. The alternative u-stem may be 
compared with Skt. sadhu- (cf. Olsen 1999: 186 with references and a discussion). 

Witczak claims that the ModArm. dial. form fac‘ “seems to have retained the 
original shape”, which is unfounded. Then he reconstructs PArm. *hac‘ and derives 
it from *patyo-, comparing with Hurr. pa(n)di/wa(n)di ‘right’ on the one hand, and 
with Toch. A paci ‘right’ on the other. 

I do not know of a dialectal form that would be derivable from a PArm. *hac“. 
Even if there are dialectal forms with an initial h-, it might be regarded as a relic of 
the IE *s- of our *s(e)Hd"io- (compare the cases of e.g. arb- ‘to drink’ and ali-k‘ 
‘waves’). Alternatively, it might be due to lexicalization of the y-prefixed forms. 
Besides, the final voiced affricate -7 of the ClArm form regularly becomes unvoiced, 
whereas an original -c' cannot yield voiced -/ in ClArm. I conclude that there are no 
solid reasons to reject the traditional etymology and especially to derive Arm. aj 
from *patyo-. 

Pedersen (1906: 432 = 1982: 210) compares Arm. aj with Gr. déé10¢ ‘worth’, 
which is untenable as well. 


ar ‘at, by, to, nearby, in front, before, etc.’ preposition (Bible+, see NHB 1: 281) and 
prefix, cf. aragast ‘curtain, etc.’, arac ‘proverb’, arak ‘fable’, arapar ‘craggy place’, 
araj ‘front’, arajin ‘first’, araspel ‘myth, fable’, arastat ‘ceiling’, arat ‘abundant’, 
aratik ‘rope’, arark- ‘subject’, arawawt ‘morning’, arawust ‘urinary bladder’, are! 
‘carriage-pole’, arej ‘threads running along the length of cloth, warp’, *aric 
‘village’, arik' ‘ceiling’, arolf ‘healthy’, *ar-orm-i ‘a log or wooden framework that 
supports the wall or the ceiling of a house’, etc. 
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For more examples and a discussion, see HAB 1: 247a; Meller 1936: 94, 97, 99, 
139, 150-151; M. Muradyan 1975: 58-61; T'osunyan 1983 passim; Gyurjinyan 
1987; L. Hovsep'yan 1987: 161, 164, 165 et passim; Jahukyan 1987: 243-244, 358; 
Olsen 1999: 754. 

Further see s.vv. zaram ‘senile’ and zaranc ‘em ‘to delire’, if containing z- and ar-. 
Interesting are z-ar-i-vayr and z-ar-i-kot ‘precipitous’. 
eDIAL Larabal aris, ares ‘at/with me’, arit, aret ‘at/with you’, arin, aren ‘at/with 
him/her’, Hadrut‘, Satax-Xcaberd áres, det, dren [Davt‘yan 1966: 316], Lazax aris, 
arit, arin ‘id.’ [HAB 1: 247b]. 

The first person form, viz. aris/ares, continues ClArm. ar is (cf. z-is, AccSg of es 
‘T’). At a certain stage the final -s has been secondarily associated with the first 
person deictic article -s. Based on this re-analysis, the second and third person forms 
with -d and -n have analogically been created [HAB 1: 247b]. 

The prefixed forms see under corresponding entries. 
eETYM Since Meillet (1936: 99), connected with Gr. zdpa ‘besides, by, next to, 
alongside, against’, z&pı ‘around, round, quite, by, at, concerning’, zépvoi (Dor. 
mépvtt) ‘last year’, zópoo, Att. zóppo ‘forward, beyond, away’, zpo ‘forth, forward, 
for, before’, zpwi, Att. mp@, compos. zpai- ‘early, in the morning’, Skt. pára- 
‘farther, utmost, highest, surplus’, paras ‘far, further’, para ‘away, off’, pra ‘before, 
forward, forth, in front’, pári ‘around, about, away from’, parut ‘last year’, purds ‘in 
front, in advance, forward, before’, pratar ‘early, in the morning, the next day’, etc. 
(for the forms and a discussion, see Pokorny 1959: 810-816; Beekes 1973b; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 86-87, 88-89, 91-92, 146-147, 173-174, 188; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 60-61, 173-174, 581b). 

It is not entirely clear whether the second -a- of the by-form ara- has an 
etymological value. A combination ar + conjunction -a- (Ravnas 1991: 99), which 
is very productive in compounds, is improbable. In a few words, the -a- may be 
anaptyctic (see s.vv. araspel ‘myth, fable’, arastat ‘ceiling’). Different is the case of 
aratik ‘rope’ (q.v.), which may contain tik **goat's leather’, and arapar ‘craggy 
place’ (q.v.), if containing *par ‘foot’. 

Different explanations for ar(a) have been proposed. IE *pera- (HAB 1: 247a) or 
*prH- (Klingenschmitt 1982: 165; Hamp 1986: 293; 1996, see s.v. araj, 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 60b; cf. Clackson 1994: 38-39) would rather yield Arm. 
*her(a)- or *(h)ar(a)-, respectively. That this cannot explain the trilled -7- is rightly 
stressed by Ravnes 1991: 99. IE *porso- (Pokorny 1959: 816 with Gr. zópoc, Att. 
zóppo “forward, beyond, away’, Lat. porro ‘onward, further (off), besides’; see also 
Jahukyan 1987: 143) would give Arm. *or- (Ravnes 1991: 99;). One might posit 
*prs- (cf. Greppin 1983: 296, hesitantly), or *pors-V- (in derivatives) > PArm. *orV- 
> ar-V- (for this vocalic change, see 2.1.3). A proto-form with *e-grade in the root 
(loc. *pers-i) might explain Arm. her-i ‘far’. However, the latter is usually derived 
from *per-(e)ri-, cf. Goth. fairra ‘far’, OHG ferro ‘far’, etc. (Pokorny 1959: 811; 
Jahukyan 1982: 42; 1987: 143; Lehmann 1986: 107). 

Further see s.vv. era- ‘first, early, before’, haraw ‘south’, heri ‘far’, heru ‘last 
year’. 


aragast i- and a-stems 'curtain, (nuptial) canopy; bridal chamber; tent; sail’, dial. 
*wine-press' (< ‘room for wine-pressing’) (Bible+). 
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In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913=1991: 361°‘, transl. Thomson 1978: 352): 
yusayak' harsaneac‘ parel, anveher eragut'eamb krt'ealk', ew aragasti asel ergs 
"we hoped to dance at marriages, being bold and nimble of foot, and to sing 
wedding songs”; cf. 2.50 (1795). 

For the meaning ‘tent’, see Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.46 (1913-1990: 172"; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 186). 

In the atmospheric context, the verb aragastem occurs in “Yalags ampoc‘ ew 
náanac^" by Anania Sirakac‘i, 7" cent. (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 306, lines 22-21 
and 38). 
eDIAL Preserved only in the dialect of Ararat: arak‘ast [HAB 1: 249a]. Both 
Aéaryan (1913: 130b; HAB 1: 249a) and Amatuni (1912: 55b) describe Ararat 
aragast as a part of a hnjan (wine-pressing room) or a house where the grapes are 
pressed to make wine. According to Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan (1971: 218), the 
word hanjan in the village of Osakan is equivalent to arak'ast in Aštarak. See also 
s.v. hnjan. 
eETYM Composed as ar- + ag- ‘to put on (clothes)’ (see also s.v. awt'oc^) + -ast 
[NHB 1: 281c; HAB 1: 248b; Jahukyan 1987: 123]. Meillet (1936: 77) and 
Jahukyan (1987: 240) derive the ending from a compound suffix *-s-ti-, whereas 
Weitenberg (1980: 213, 214) assumes a suffix -st-, which has resulted from the 
generalization of *-u-k-ti-. 

One wonders if ar-agast is related with z-gest, u-stem ‘clothing’. The absence of 
the initial laryngeal in *ues- (cf. Hitt. ú-e-eš-ta ‘wears’, Gr. £vvouu, -uar ‘I clothe’) 
seems to be an obstacle for the equation, unless one accepts the explanation given in 
Kortlandt 2003: 43 (see s.v. aganim ‘to put on clothes’). Contamination is possible, 
too. It is interesting that the i-stem of aragast agrees with what might be expected 
for zgest (cf. Lat. uestis ‘cloth, garment’; Goth. wasti ‘garment, dress’), although the 
evidence for the i-stem of zgest is late (Paterica+). In the 5" century the word is an 
u-stem. On the other hand, the parallel a-stem of aragast is reminiscent of 
formations like Gr. (Hesychius) yeoria ‘clothing’ < *ues-tih;- or &odng ‘clothing’ < 
*ues-th;-(?) (cf. also Eodog n.). One may therefore propose an alternative solution: 
NSg *ués-t-eh;-, GSg *us-t-h;-ós (and/or NSg *ués-t-ih;, GSg *us-t-ih;-ós) > 
PArm. NSg *gest-a/i- (which would merge with z-gest, -u after the apocope), GSg 
*wst- (with a w- after the nominative) > *gast- (for the anaptyctic -a- before the 
sibilant, see s.v. araspel). If this is correct, Gr. &odng (with a -J- from *-t + H-?) has 
arisen in the same scenario as Skt. pánthas (NSg *pónt-eh;-s, GSg *pnt-h;-ós, see 
s.v. hun), and Gr. eoria goes back to *ués-t-ih;. Arm. *gast is due to the 
generalization of the oblique stem. 

The semantic development taken place in this word is remarkable. It seems to 
comprise two basic parts: A) ‘cover, curtain, sail, (nuptial) canopy’ > ‘bridal 
chamber’ [broadening]; B) ‘room’ > *wine-pressing room’ > *wine-pressing basin’ 
[specialization, narrowing]. The neutral meaning ‘room’ is hardly attested, but it 
must be posited in order to make a start for part B. One notes that in hnjan (if my 
etymology is accepted; see s.v.), a similar development has taken place, albeit in the 
opposite direction: *basin, font; a kind of bathing-vessel' > “a wine-press basin’ 
[specialization] > ‘a room for wine-pressing' [narrowing]; the basin of a fountain; 
garden-basin’. 
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arac, o-stem and i-stem (both attested late) ‘proverb; vision, prophecy, prodigy, etc.’ 
(Bible+); cf. also af-ac-im ‘to turn around’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i, John Chrysostom). 

In (late) medieval dictionaries, arac is glossed by the following words: patgam 
‘command, etc.’, arhest ‘craft, skill, art’, margareut'iwn ‘prophecy’, ban ‘thing’, 
tesil ‘vision’, xösk‘ ‘speech, word’, azdumn ‘effect’ [Amalyan 1971: 189-192]. 
eDIAL Agulis, Axalc‘xa arac, Alaskert araj [HAB 1: 249a]; Metri araskav 
‘metaphorically’ < *arac-k -ov ‘with proverb’ [Atayan 1954: 262b]. 
eETYM Since Maksoudiantz 1911-12, Arm. arac is treated as composed of the prefix 
ar- ‘at, to, near by, before, etc.’ and the verbal stem ac- ‘to bring, lead, drive, move, 
encircle, beat, pour, etc.’ (q.v.), cf. Lat. adagio, -onis f. ‘proverb’, adagium n. 
‘proverb’ (cf. vetus adagio est in Varro), prödigium n. ‘omen, portent, monster; 
marvel, prodigy; monstruous creature’; further note Lat. aid ‘to say, assent, affirm’, 
Gr. #} (athematic imperfect) < *h,e-h,eg-t ‘he said’, and Arm. asem ‘to say, speak, 
tell’ (q.v.), the -s- of which is usually explained from a perfect formation *H$-t 
(Walde/Hofmann 1, 1938: 12, 24-25; Ernout-Meillet 1959: 18-19; Pokorny 1959: 
290; Jahukyan 1967: 184, 308; 1987: 121, 163; Ravnes 1991: 64; Schrijver 1991: 
26-28, 31; Mallory/Adams 1997: 535a; Anttila 2000: 118; cf. Meillet 1892: 164; 
Brugmann 1904: 506). Arm. -ac has been derived from *-h,og- (Schrijver 1991: 26; 
cf. Klingenschmitt 1982: 138). 

According to another explanation, the *ag-, represented in Latin and Armenian, 
derives from PIE *h;eg- ‘to drive, lead’. Benveniste (1969, 2: 260-263 = 1973: 513- 
515) assumes that Lat. aid refers primarily to the verbatim quotation of an 
authoritative utterance, and originally prodigium would have been the ‘prodigy’ of a 
divine voice which made itself heard along with other signs. For an extensive 
discussion on these and related issues, see Greppin 1975c: 62-63; 1983: 296-297, 
302-303; de Vaan 2008: 31-32, and especially Anttila 2000: 113-121. 

If the interpretation of Arm. tacem ‘to take care for, look after, nourish; to 
cultivate’ from PArm. *(a)t- (cf. Lat ad ‘at, near by, about’ < IE *h ed-) + *ac- is 
accepted (see s.v.), then this verb should be regarded as an exact etymological match 
to Lat. adagio. 

Aécaryan (HAB 1: 249a) prefers interpreting arac as a derivative of arnum ‘to 
gain, obtain, win, plunder, take, grasp, etc.’ in the suffix -ac, cf. arar-ac ‘created; 
creature’; for the semantic development, see Gr. Anuua ‘acceptance, assumption; 
proverb; inspiration, commission, prophecy’ from Aaußavo ‘to take, grasp’. This 
interpretation is followed by Klingenschmitt 1982: 137138, and Olsen 1999: 23856. 
However, the connection with Lat. ad-agiö is more attractive. 


arapar, a-stem: ISg arapar-a-w, GDPI arapar-a-c‘ (Movsés Xorenac‘i, etc.), AblSg 

y-arapar-é (Alexander Romance) ‘craggy place’ (Bible+). 

For Biblical textual illustrations, see Job 39.6 and 40.20 [Cox 2006: 250, 258]. 
ISg arapar-a-w is attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.9 (1913=1991: 266''*; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 262): ew anti merzeal zOsakan araparawn “pushed them back from 
there to the rocks of O&sakan"; GDPI arapar-a-c‘ : Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.22 
(1913=1991: 137™®; transl. ‘rocky places’ (Thomson 1978: 159). 
eETYM A word of unknown origin [HAB 1: 251a; Olsen 1999: 962]. 

I tentatively interpret the word as composed of ar(a) ‘at, by, in front’ (q.v.) and 
the independently unattested root *par ‘foot’ from Parth. paö ‘foot’, which is also 
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found in Arm. hrapar ‘rope, tie’, hapax attested in Agat'angelos $ 109 (see s.v. tik ‘a 
vessel made of an animal's skin’ for the attestation), with the Iranian prefix fra- 
(HAB 3: 132b; Bolognesi 1995; Hamp 1997a: 19-20), and garsapar ‘heel, footstep’ 
(q.v.). This etymology, if accepted, can be important for establishing the status of 
ara-, the by-form of ar-. 

For the semantics cf. Arm. xocé‘-and-otn ‘stumbling block, hindrance, 
impediment’, lit. ‘pointed stone or prickle under feet’, Lat. impedimentum, Gr. ŝu- 
z00-Ov, éu-z00-10c (Frisk 1: 507; 2: 587), Russ. pre-pjatstvie, etc. Note especially 
Arm. arat‘ur ‘under feet’ (Bible+), composed of the same prefix ara- and an ECauc. 
word for ‘foot’, cf. Udi tur ‘foot’, etc. (see HAB 1: 90a). 

It is unclear whether arapar is in a way related with aparaz ‘rock, craggy place’ 
(Bible+; widespread in the dialects, HAB 1: 228b). 


ara) ‘front part; front, anterior’; araj-i ‘in front of, towards; against’; araj-in ‘first, 
prime, prior’ (all Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 251-252]. 
eETYM Since Petermann et al., interpreted as ar- ‘at, to, near by, before, etc.’ + aj 
‘right? [HAB 1: 245b, 251b; Greppin 1983: 296]. The complicated explanations 
starting with *prHu- or the like (Klingenschmitt 1982: 165, 165-166;9; Hamp 1996) 
are improbable and unnecessary. 


araspel, a-stem: GDSg araspel-i, GDPI araspel-a-c‘ (Bible, Movses Xorenac‘1), ISg 
araspel-a-w (Plato), IPl araspel-a-w-k' (Movsés Xorenac'i); *araspel-i-k‘, GDPI 
araspeleac‘ in Agat'angelos, Movses Xorenac‘i (reading variant) ‘myth, tale; fable; 
proverb; riddle’ (Bible). For the Biblical attestations, see Astuacaturean 1895: 162 
and Lidén 1933: 46-47. 

In plural sometimes -/ea-, which presupposes a by-form *araspeli. But such a 
singular is not attested. Cases where sg. araspel (without a final -i) co-occurs with 
pl -/ea- in the same passages show that we are dealing with a secondary 
phenomenon restricted to the paradigm of the plural; cf. e.g. in the Alexander 
Romance (see below). 

‘mythical story, fiction, tale’: ‘mythical untrue/unbelievable/unsensical story’; 
‘fairy-tale = gratuitous talking’: 1 Timothy 1.4: Yaraspelac ' parawanc ' “from fables 
of old women”. Agathangelos: araspeleac' gri. Eznik Kotbac‘i: Amenek‘ean 
araspels arkanen. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.6 (1913=1991: 22°, transl. Thomson 1978: 77): orum oc‘ 
zok‘ anddimanal karcem i mits unolac'n: bayc‘ et'e zcsmartut'eann ok‘ xorhelov 
k'akel zoc yaraspels zésmarit bans axorzelov p 'op'oxel p 'ut'asc'e “I think that no 
right-minded person will object to this; but 1f anyone is planning to upset the whole 
system of truth, let him happily endeavor to change these true accounts into fables". 

GDSg araspel-i and LocSg yaraspel-i are attested in a remarkable passage from 
Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.61 (1913-1991: 192'* transl. Thomson 1978: 204), for which 
see s.v. darbin ‘smith’. 

Other attestations from Movses Xorenac‘i: 

2.7 (191321991: 111'?5 transl. Thomson 1978: 138): T'olum zaraspelac n (var. 
zaraspeleac 'n) bajalans, or i Hadamakertin patmin “I omit the nonsensical fables 
that are recounted in Hadamakert". 
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2.8 (115""; transl. 142), the stories about the power of Turk‘ Angeleay are 
characterized as follows: OA/, kari € araspels, ayl ew araspelac‘ araspel “O, this 
tale is too much - it is the tale of all tales". 

2.24 (140.7; transl. 161): Onder patrimk' zruc'ók' valonjuc' ew paraweal 
araspelök‘ ` “Why do we deceive ourselves with ancient tales and old wives’ 
fables?". 

2.42 (16875 transl. 183): Bayc‘ ays kam etic‘i sut ew araspel, kam <...> : “But 
this is either false and a fable or else <...>“. 

In the Alexander Romance (H. Simonyan 1989: 173-174; Wolohojian 1969: 72; 
Braccini 2004: 42°87), 150-154), the bard Ismenias approaches Alexander “with 
devilish words" (diwabnak baniwk‘), and Alexander becomes annoyed by all these 
“fairy-tales” (araspeleawk'n) and says angrily: Araspels xawsis “Are you telling 
fairy-tales?" 

In T'ovmay Arcruni /Ananun/ 4.7 (V. M. Vardanyan 1985: 450''°; transl. 
Thomson 1985: 352 [here: 4.6]): stayod banic' pacuceal araspels : “fables 
elaborated from fictitious accounts". 

In a poem by Arak'el Siwnec‘i /14-15" cent./ [Poturean 1914: 234, stanza 117], 
the verb araspelel occurs in an enumeration of pejorative designations for verbal 
activities: barba/n]jel, xelkatakel, parap nastel araspelel. 

"infamous subject for public talkings’: In Gregory Nazianzenus (see NHB 1: 
292c): Zi araspel zis arasc'es i kenc 'alums. 

‘fable’: T'ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent., Vaspurakan) 1.10 (V. Vardanyan 1985: 
108): Ar sa inj i Cax elane k'ert'olakan araspeln or ase ` bazum angam atuesk‘ 
t'agaworel xorhec on, bayc‘ sunk‘ oc‘ arin yanjn : “In this regard the poetic fable 
seems opportune to me, which runs: ‘Often the foxes planned to reign, but the dogs 
did not agree"". Here, V. Vardanyan (1985: 109) renders araspel by arak, which in 
ModArm. means ‘fable’. Thomson (1985: 131) similarly translates ‘fable’, noting: “I 
have not identified this quotation". 

This fable is very short and formulaic and may be used as an illustration for the 
interrelationship ‘fable’ : ‘proverb, saying’. For the meaning ‘fable’ in respect of the 
relationship with the synonymous arak, cf. Sksayc' arak, oč‘ araspelakan, ayl or € 
csmarit arakeal (Philo). 

‘proverb’: 1 Kings 24.14: Orpes ase hin araspeln, yanawren jerac' yelc'e vnas : 
aoc A&yera ý napaßoAn ý apyata "EG avouwv &eAsboevoi nAnuuéAeua. 

Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.12 (191321991: 40" transl. Thomson 1978: 90): Vasn oroy 
t‘ui ardaranal araspelin (dativus cum infinitivo), or asi i méj geljkac': “tē k'o 
Sarayi orkorn e, asen, mer Sirakay ambark'n d'en" : “Therefore the proverb that 
circulates among the villagers seems to be justified: “If you have the throat of 
Sharay, they say, we do not have the barns of Shirak”””. In Plato (6" century): 
P'ok'r inč‘ ardeawk' araspelaw varil part &, et'e <... >. 

‘enigma, riddle’: In Judges 14.12: Arkic ' jez araspel “Let me now put a riddle to 
you” : /IpofjaAQ ouv npófAqua. In Judges 14.18: oč‘ gtaneik' zaraspeln im “you 
would not have found out my riddle” : oóx àv güpere tò npoßinua uov. Adjectival 
usage in Cyril of Jerusalem; cf. below on dialects. 

On the notion of araspel ‘myth’ : ‘fable’ : ‘proverb’ in Movsés Xorenac‘i, see 
Abetyan 1985: 72; Thomson 1978: 10-11. For the meaning ‘riddle’ of araspel, arak 
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and bankn (q.v.), see S. Harut'yunyan 1960: 7-9; Mnac'akanyan 1980: 6-7; 
Ödabasyan 1987: 6410. 

Denominative verbs araspelem, araspelabanem, araspelagorcem, 
araspelastelcem and numerous other derivations, like araspelabar, araspelaxaws, 
araspelakan, araspelakoc, etc. 

Some illustrations, beside the passage from Movses Xorenac‘i 2. 61, demonstrate 
that the mythical tales were often performed by singing, cf. Movses Xorenac‘i 2.50 
(191321991: 179; transl. Thomson 1978: 192-193): Zays teli araspelabanelov 
vipasank'n yergeln iwreanc' asen: < ... >. Doynpés ew zharsaneac n araspeleal 
ergen, < ... > : “This episode the storytellers rehearse, as they sing their fables, in 
the following way: <...>. Similarly they also sing in their fables about the wedding". 

The verb araspelem occurs in ASxarhac‘oyc‘ (Soukry 1881: 42). 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 317%: araspel: hrasaban, kam sut 
patmut 'iwn “miraculous or false story”. 
eDIAL Preserved in some dialects: Juta ‘licentious story’ (according to T. Abgarean 
1966: 93, 'dishonourable word’); Rodost'o, Tigranakert, Nor Naxijewan, etc. 
‘immoral, indecent (words), e.g. Araspel baner mi asil “Do not say indecent 
things/words”; Karin, Sebastia, T‘iflis ‘stubborn’. The Turkish-speaking Armenians 
of Angora use the word in the meaning ‘immoral word’ and ‘fairy-tale’ (the 
rendering hék‘eac is a misprint for hek‘eat‘ ‘fairy-tale’, see HAB-Add 1982: 7) 
[HAB 1: 254a]. 

Sebastia araspel ‘extraordinary (blasphemy); licentious (girl)’ [Gabikean 1952: 
80]. 
eETYM The word is composed of the prefix ar- (rather than ara- as suggested in 
Olsen 1999: 72), the anaptyxis -a- before s (cf. Greppin 1983: 297; Jahukyan 1987: 
243; see s.vv. arastal and ar- ), and otherwise unattested root *spel-, which is 
derived from PIE *spel-. 

This etymology has been proposed by Lidén (1933: 46-49) and is generally 
accepted (HAB 1: 253-254; Pokorny 1959: 985; Solta 1960: 288; Klingenschmitt 
1982: 169f; Mallory/Adams 1997: 536; Olsen 1999: 72, etc.). Compare Goth. spill 
‘story, fable’, Alb. fjale f. (Sg, Pl) ‘word’ (Demiraj 1997: 134, in passing), Gr. 
azeıln ‘threat; promise’, ansıldEw ‘to threaten’, cf. Beekes 1969: 50, 85; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 536 (“if from *n-pelnö”). The appurtenance of Toch. B päl- 
‘to praise, commend’ is uncertain [Adams 1999: 376-377]. According to Acaryan 
(HAB 1: 253-254), Tumanyan (1978: 204) et al, only the Germanic words are 
related. Greppin (1981b: 3) notes that the correlation Arm. araspel ‘boastful’ : Gr. 
Gren ‘fable’ should not be rejected, although there is some semantic unbalance. (It 
seems that Greppin confused here the meanings of the Armenian and the Greek 
words). The formation of Arm. araspel is parallel to that of OE bi-spell ‘fable’. 
Compare also Arm. arac (HAB s.v.). 

Arm. ar(-a)-spel is structurally, semantically, and, as far as the root is concerned, 
etymologically identical with MHG, OHG bi-spel *belehrende Erzählung, Redensart, 
Gleichnis, Sprichwort’, and OEngl. bi-spell, composed of MHG, OHG br ‘bei’ and 
Germ. *spella- n. “überlieferte Geschichte, Mythos’: Goth. spill ‘myth’ (Lehmann 
1986: 320), Olc. spjall “Erzählung, Rede, Zauberspruch’, MHG, OHG spel 
‘Erzählung’, OEngl. spell “Erzählung, Geschichte, Rede, Predigt, Botschaft’, Engl. 
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spell ‘Zauberspruch’ (cf. also god-spell, lit. ‘gute Kunde, gute Botschaft, 
Evangelium’); the actual meaning is ‘nebenbei Erzähltes, das dazu Erzählte’ 
(Kluge/Seebold 1989: 72a, 272b; HerkWört 1997: 71-72). See also s.v. arac 
‘proverb; vision, prophecy, prodigy, etc.’. 

See also s.v. patat- ‘supplication’. 


arastat a-stem (GDPI arastat-a-c‘ in Ephrem) ‘ceiling, roof (Bible+); later (also 
dial.): ‘sky; palate’. 

For the Biblical attestations, see Astuacaturean 1895: 162-163 and Lidén 1933: 41. 

NHB and HAB record also the meaning ‘sky’, attested in “Meknut‘iwn 
Awetaranin Yohannu” by John Chrysostom (2.1): Kamis tesanel zgetec ‘ik arastats?; 
yorzam gisern zamané, tes zardareal zerkins astelök‘ “Do you want to see the 
beautiful ceiling? When the night arrives, see the adorned sky with stars!” As Gohar 
Muradyan (to whom I express my gratitude) kindly informs me, the corresponding 
part of the Greek text has probably not been preserved. However, she points out to 
another similar passage of the Greek text (PG vol. 59: 102.8), where the sky is 
metaphorically associated with the ceiling, too. Thus, we seem to be dealing with a 
metaphor or comparison rather than lexicalization of the meaning ‘sky’; cf. a similar 
metaphor with the synonymous jefun (q.v.). Note also the remarkable association 
‘ceiling’ : ‘starry sky’ in some dialects (see below). 

The meaning ‘palate’ appears in several late attestations: Abusayid (12" cent.; 
Cilicia) [S. Vardanyan 1974: 131''?, 194""°; in the glossary: 223]; *BZ&karan jioy 
ew afhasarak grastnoy" (13th cent.): arastax-k‘ [C‘ugaszyan 1980: 148'°; in the 

glossary: 180]. For other attestations (Mxit'ar Herac‘i, Oskip‘orik, Amirdovlat‘ 
Amasiac‘i), see NHB 1: 293c; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 77a. 

eDIAL Preserved in SW dialects: Akn aresdax [HAB 1: 255a], Zeyt'un ayasdox 
[Acatyan 2003: 299], Aramo ar'stul, NPI arstotna, K*abusie arastux [Laribyan 1958: 
28, 59a, 120b], Malat‘ia arastat [Danielyan 1967: 186b], K'esab arestuol/x/k 
[C‘olak‘ean 1986: 196b], Svedia arasdut, loc./all. earasdaut <  *y-arastal 
[Andreasyan 1967: 33, 354b]. In these descriptions the semantics of the word is not 
specified. Only Aécaryan (HAB 1: 255a), citing the forms from Akn, Zeyt‘un, and 
Svedia, records the meanings: (1) ‘ceiling’; (2) ‘palate’. 

Borrowed into the Turkish dialects of Evdokia, Karin (Erzrum), Kesaria, 
Sebastia, Tarente, Adana [HAB 1: 255a]. For the dialect of Sebastia, Arm. arastat is 
glossed in Gabikean 1952: 80 by Turk. arastat. Note also Turkophone Enküri 
arastak ‘ ‘ceiling’ [S. Mxit'arean 1898: 789a]. 

On Persian, see below. 

In the Armenian dialects of Syria, arastat ‘ceiling’ seems to have been 
contaminated with ast? ‘star’ (q.v.); for the association ‘ceiling’ : ‘palate’ : ‘sky’, see 
3.7.1. A curious word is found in the dialect of Satax (Van-group): asthunk y, 
glossed as katik, snc‘ap‘ol, that is ‘uvula, windpipe? [M. Muradyan 1962: 209a], 
with no references to the origin or a ClArm. correspondence. Formally, this word is 
identical with Van pl. astlunk' ‘stars’ (see s.v. ast! 'star'). A semantic shift (or 
confusion) between ‘palate’ and ‘uvula, windpipe’ seems conceivable. Thus, we 
seem to be dealing with the development ‘starry sky’ > ‘palate, etc.’. Alternatively 
(and, perhaps, more probably), astlunk'y ‘uvula, windpipe? may be derived from 
arastat ‘palate’ with loss of -r- and/or contamination with asttunk‘ ‘stars’. In either 
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case, the word should be discussed within the semantic framework of ‘ceiling’ : 
‘palate’ : ‘(starry) sky’ (see 3.7.1). 

eETYM Another case of the composition of the prefix ar(a)- and an independently 
unattested root (cf. s.vv. ar- and araspel), ie. *stat. The latter is connected 
(Dervischjan 1877: 40, and Lidén 1933: 41-42, 45, independently) to OCS stelja 
‘roof’ and the like (Pokorny's *sfel-; “ausbreiten, flach hinbreiten’). Everyone 
accepts this etymology (Pokorny 1959: 1018-1019; Solta 1960: 225ff; Tumanjan 
1978: 204-205; Greppin 1983: 297-298; Jahukyan 1987: 151; Olsen 1999: 208, etc.) 
without mentioning the alternative proposed by Aéaryan (HAB 1: 254), who prefers 
connecting Arm. *stat with words presented in Pokorny 1959: 1019-1020 s.v. 
Zetel 

Both Acaryan and Pokorny (“wohl”) point out the possibility that these two PIE 
roots may be related to each other. However, we will continue dealing with a 
*Wurzel-etymologie" until we recognize the direct association of Arm. *sta? with 
Gr. ormAn ‘block or slab used as a memorial; monument; gravestone; post, pillar; 
boundary-post’ and OHG stollo, MHG stolle ‘Stütze, Gestell, Pfosten’. The 
protoform of the Greek (*stalnä, cf. Dor. orä2ä, Lesb. Thess. otóAAà, Rix 1992: 67) 
Is *st{nehz-, which is perfectly suitable for Arm. *stata- (arastat has an a-stem). On 
the development *-/n- > Arm. -t-, see 2.1.22.8. 

The basic meaning of Arm. arastat "roof" would then be ‘(that is leaned) on the 
pillar’, cf. also s.vv. *arormi, dial. *ar-zel (Aéatean 1913: 132b). 

In NHB 1: 293c, arastat is glossed by Pers. arast'ag, Gr. ópogoc, Lat. tectum 
‘roof’. The Persian word, the meaning of which is not specified, seems interesting. 
When reliable, it might be an Armenian loan. However, in Steingass (32a) I only 
found arastagi ‘ornament, embellishment, decoration; order, arrangement’. Whether 
or not this word is somehow related with Arm. arastat ‘ceiling’ is uncertain. The 
semantic relationship seems possible, cf. a(w)car ‘roof, ceiling’ vs. a(w)car 
“equipment, harness, make-up, ornament, material’. 


*arati (dial.) ‘cord’. 

eDIAL In the glossary of dialectal words, Alayan (1954: 297) records Metri arate, 
glossing by aratik ‘cord’, although the latter is missing in the vocabulary from 
ClArm. to the Metri dialect. 

eETYM The word is probably composed of the prefix ara- ‘at, to, near by, before, 
etc.’ and the word ti ‘tie’: *ara-ti > *aráti > arate, for the development of the final 
vowel -i > -e cf. aceli ‘razor’ > cile, anali ‘saltless’ > nále, göti ‘girdle’ > gite, etc. 
(see Alayan 1954: 38-42). The word can structurally be compared (or perhaps even 
identified with) the synonymous ara-tik (q.v.). 


*aratik (or *aratuk), a-stem: GDPI aratk-a-c‘ (Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i), IPI 
aratk-a-w-k‘ (Agat'angelos $ 102, Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i) ‘a cord for binding 
up a criminal’s feet’. 

The passage in Agat‘angetos § 102 (1909=1980: 61''; transl. Thomson 1976: 
119) see s.v. olok‘ ‘shin’. 
@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 1: 255-256; 4: 655. For Metri arate, 
see s.v. *ara-ti ‘cord’. 
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eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 655), the word is composed as ara- ‘at, to, 
near by, before, etc.’ + fi ‘tie? + dimin. -ik. The same derivative without the 
diminutive suffix is found in Metri, see s.v. *ara-ti ‘cord’. 

It seems more likely, however, that the second component is tik *wineskin'. 
Remarkably, both tik and *aratik are a-stems, and they both are used in 
Agat'angelos to refer to strong cords for binding up someone's feet or shins (for the 
passages, see s.vv. olok' ‘shin’ and tik ‘wineskin’). 

For the problem of the medial -a-, see s.vv. ar- ‘at, etc.’, araspel ‘myth, fable’, 
arastat ‘ceiling’, *arormi ‘a log or wooden framework that supports the wall or the 
ceiling of a house’. 


arawawt, i- and u-stems ‘morning’ (Bible+). Also: adj. arawawt-in (-tn-oc?) 
‘matutinus’, arawawt-u(n), -uc ' “in the morning’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Many forms display contraction or allegro- 
variants, e.g. Nor Naxijewan aradun (next to aravdun), Van aratun, arat-man, etc., 
Polis ardu, etc. Samaxi aroot or ar?r reflects a contraction peculiar to this dialect, cf. 
baxtawor ‘lucky’ > Samaxi baxt?r, etc. [Balramyan 1964: 35]. 

The Aral forms show an irregular absence of the second -w-: arvadu(n) 
(Sué'ava, Hungary) and arvadanc' (Romania) [Aéatyan 1953: 50, 259]. Acaryan 
glosses these forms as corresponding to ClArm. (Loc. adverb?) arawawtu. He does 
not cite any Artial reflex of the “pure” form arawawt. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 1: 256) does not accept any of numerous etymological 
proposals, of which only that of Patrubány (StugHetaz 1906: 341) is worth of 
consideration. He analyzes the word as ar- + *aw- + -awt and compares the root 
*qw- with Lat. aurora f. ‘dawn’, Gr. &ws, acc f. ‘dawn’, Skt. usas- f. ‘morning 
light, morning, dawn’ (RV+), etc. This etymology is advocated by Dumézil (1938b: 
49-50; Schmitt 1972-74: 23; Greppin 1983: 298 with references), and, with some 
reservation, by Jahukyan (1987: 114, 159, 383); cf. also Eichner 1978: 15234; 
Clackson 1994: 22397, 224g; Olsen 1999: 959,4. See also s.v. ayg ‘morning’. 

Alayan (1974: 24-27) derives *aw- from the root of PIE *sau-el- ‘sun’. This is 
improbable, since, as stated by Jahukyan (1987: 159), the “pure” root *sdu- is not 
attested in any cognate language. Alayan (ibid.) identifies the -aw-awt with the 
hapax awot (meaning ‘time’ according to Acaryan [HAB 1: 363a], and ‘the time of 
sun-rise' according to E. Alayan), also found in šał-awōt (with Sat ‘dew’ as the first 
member) and kam-awöt attested in Anania Sirakac‘i (7^ cent.) as the names of the 
4" and 5" nocturnal hours respectively, ar-awót itself being the 10" (see Alayan 
1974: 24-26; 1986: 80-81, 83; see also Greppin 1983: 298). For the list of the 
hour-names in Anania Sirakac‘i, see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 113. For the suffix 
-awt, see 2.3.1. 


arawust ‘urinary bladder; watery pustule, blister’. 

Only one attestation is cited in NHB 1: 298a and HAB 1: 256a: Nemesius of 
Emesa (or Gregory of Nyssa), “Yatags bnut'ean mardoy”, in the meaning ‘urinary 
bladder’. 

I found another attestation in “Saks bac'ayaytut'ean t‘uoc‘” by Anania Sirakac‘i 
(7^ cent), published by A. G. Abrahamyan (1944: 237-250) on the basis of the 
Matenadaran manuscript Nr 3710. Here (245'™) arawust jroy (jroy = GSg of jur 
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*water) is mentioned as one of the 7 kinds of bodily excrements and probably 
means ‘watery pustule, blister’. 

eETYM NHB (1: 2982) considers it identical with (noyn and) p'amp 'ust ‘urinary 
bladder'. Dervischjan (1877: 80) takes ara- as a prefix and compares the second 
component with Skt. vas-ti- ‘Blase, Harnblase’. Acatyan (HAB 1: 256a) does not 
accept these suggestions and leaves the origin of the word open. 

As far as the second component is concerned, the suggestion by NHB can be 
revived. The word p amp 'ust contains bust ‘urinary bladder; blotch, pustule’ (q.v.). 
The same holds for arawust, since the intervocalic *-b"- yields Arm. -w-. As for the 
first part, see s.v. bust. 


*ar-zel (dial.). 

eDIAL In DialAdd apud NHB (2: 1060c): arzel “a bed for workers made at the 
ceiling (ar jefunn) or with straw (celiwk‘) in stables or cattle-sheds”, which is 
identified with Mus, Aparan arzel [Amatuni 1912: 57a], or Van, MuS arzel, Aparan, 
Bulanox arcel [Acarean 1913: 132b]. This dialectal word mainly refers to a high 
wooden bed between two posts. According to Aéaryan (1913: 132b), it also means 
‘a small and crooked chamber under the ceiling, = Fr. mansarde’, although in this 
case the dialectal area is not specified. 

Here belongs also Sasun ärzel ‘an immovable wooden bed (f‘axt‘)’ (see Petoyan 
1954: 104; 1965: 203, 444). The -c- in Sasun arc‘el [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 99b] 
must be a misprint for -z-. 
eETYM NHB implicitly suggests an interpretation as ar jefunn "at the ceiling’ (see 
above). This is probable. ClArm. jełun ‘ceiling’, also with a o-vocalism, jolunk' in 
Severian of Gabala, etc. and in the dialect of Akn, contains *je/ol ‘log; pole’, cf. 
Georgian jeli ‘log’ and Arm. jo? ‘log; pole’, perhaps also *jil (in the verb jlem ‘to 
plough’). For the pattern of naming the ceiling or another wooden structure with the 
prefix a7 and a word meaning ‘log, pole, etc.’, see s.v. ar-a-stat ‘ceiling’. For -7j- > 
-/z- cf. arjak “free, loose, etc.’ > Larabat härzäk, etc. 


arej (spelled also arec‘), o-stem: GDSg arij-o-y (Leviticus 13.59), aric -o-y 
(Hexaemeron, see K. Muradyan 1984: 190L1); i-stem: GDPI aric -i-c' (Plato), cf. 
AblSg y-arij-é (Leviticus 13.56) ‘threads running along the length of cloth, warp’ 
(Bible+). 

In Leviticus 13.48-59 arej ‘threads running along the length of cloth, warp’ 
occurs several times beside t ‘ezan ‘the weft, the transverse threads which are woven 
across to make cloth using the warp as a base’. The two terms render Gr. ocrucv and 
Kpoxn, respectively. 

@DIAL Present in a number of dialects (in some of them, frozen NPI *arej-k ^, with 
different semantic nuances: ‘warp’, ‘twigs that are used to make the basic woven 
framework of baskets, etc.’, ‘stamen’, ‘shuttle’, ‘spindle’ [HAB 1: 258a], ‘a 
cylindrical part of the loom made of a reed’ [Gabikean 1952: 81]. 

In my opinion, here also belongs Moks hdreck”, Gen. háreck?-2^, GP] hárec-üc' 
*okHo, window’ (which see Orbeli 2002: 275; a textual illustration in 82™'4, transl. 
154: kane'k háreckve irisic', Eva: ur yar Ca "Xena nocMorpeja B OKOIIIKO, BUJIHT: 
3TO He ee yrpyxxok"). At the first glance the semantic relation between ‘window’ and 
‘warp’, ‘twigs that are used to make the basic woven framework of baskets etc.’ 
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seems impossible. It should be borne in mind, however, that, according to 
ethnographical records from various regions (see Lisic‘yan 1969: 99; Marutjan 
1989: 89a), the roof-windows called erdik have been covered by woven frameworks, 
gratings. That this is the case also in relation with Moks häreck”, GPl Ahárec-üc ', is 
directly corroborated by härec-üc‘ cat referring to the window-grating, glossed as 
*okonHas penrerka (pama), 3aKııenBaeMası Ha 34My OyMaroit! in Orbeli 2002: 275. It 
is quite possible that Moks Aáreck? originally referred to the window-grating, that is 
a woven framework that was used to cover the window. 

The initial A- of the Moks form is voiced and has nothing to do with ClArm. A- 
which is regularly reflected by x- in Moks and other dialects of the Van-group. 
Together with Mus h’areck‘ and Alaskert h’areck it probably reflects an older *y- 
aréj-k‘ (see 2.3.1. on y-). 
eETYM The word refers to the threads which gradually go down during the weaving 
process and is therefore treated as composed of the prefix ar- ‘at, to, near by, before, 
etc.’ and the verbal root @- ‘to go down’ (HAB 1: 257-258; Olsen 1999: 17). 


*arié, *arinc ‘village, settlement’, only in a number of place-names (see Hübschmann 
1904: 286, 289-291, 379-380 et passim; HAB 1: 258b). 
eETYM No etymology (Hübschmann 1904: 379; HAB 1: 258-259; Jahukyan 1987: 
336-337, 582). 

I tentatively propose a composition of the prefix ar- ‘at, to, near by, before, etc.’ 
and *(h)ic- ‘site, settlement’, a derivative of PIE *sed- ‘to sit’ (Skt. sddana- n. ‘seat, 
dwelling place’, etc., Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 692); for this etymon, see s.vv. 
hecanim ‘to mount a horse’, nist ‘site, seat’. 

PArm. *(h)ic- may reflect a QIE *sed-iV- (cf. Lat. sedes ‘seat, abode, residence’ 
in lengthened grade, Schindler 1975b: 267, Schrijver 1991: 376; or stative present 
*sed-, Mallory/Adams 1997: 522) or, perhaps better, *si-sd-ie-, an intensive of the 
type *dei-dik-ie- “to display’: Skt. dedisyáte vs. dedis-te (on which Beekes 1995: 
230); cf. also redupl. pres. *si-sd- s.v. nist ‘seat, site’. Thus: ar- + *hi(s)C- = aric. 
Typologically compare the place-name Ar-nist. 


arn ‘wild ram’ attested in Eznik Kotbac‘i 2.11, 5th cent. (API z-arin-s), Commentary 
on Aristotle by Elias (as synonymous to Sikeria ‘wild ram’), Commentaries on 
Dionysius Thrax by Grigor Magistros and Yovhannes Erznkac‘i (in an enumeration 
of male animals, beside xoy ‘ram’, see Adonc 1915-2008: 239-240, also with 
mention of sikeria ‘wild ram’), see NHB 1: 307c; HAB 1: 261a. 
eETYM Since Meillet (1916d; 1936: 46), connected with Gr. &pomqv, -evoc, Att. 
äppnv, lon., Lesb., Cret. &ponv, Lac. &porg adj. ‘male’, Av. arsan- m. ‘man, male’, 
OPers. arsan- ‘male, hero, bull’, cf. Skt. rsabhá- m. ‘bull’, probably also Gr. ápveióg 
m. ‘ram’ (see also HAB 1: 261; Jahukyan 1982: 111; 1987: 123; Greppin 1983: 299). 
Not to be confused (as it sometimes happens, see Hübschmann 1897: 417-418; HAB 
1: 173b; E. Tumanjan 1978: 271-272, 305-306) with ayr, gen. ařn ‘man’, which 
derive from PIE nom. *A;ner and gen. *h;nr-ós, respectively (see s.v.). For Old 
Persian, see Kent 1953: 171b; Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 106. Possibly related 
are also Olc. orri, OHG or(e)huon ‘capercaille’ (Pokorny 1959: 336, hesitatingly; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 363a; not included in Mallory/Adams 2006: 204) and Old 
Swedish orne ‘boar’ (see Euler 1979: 1823s; for references). 
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In view of the vocalic discrepancy in the Greek forms Zoo and Gomm, two 
different roots may be posited: *A;rs-en- (with Arm. arn and Indo-Iran. *Hrsan-) 
and *h2ufsen- (with Skt. v/san- ‘manly; male animal, bull, stallion, etc.’, Lat. verres 
‘boar’, Lith. versis ‘bull, ox, ox calf’, etc.), respectively. For a discussion, see Frisk 
s.v.; Chantraine 1968-80: 116a; Beekes 1969: 91; Benveniste 1969, 1: 21-25 = 1973: 
19-22; E. Tumanjan 1978: 65, 271-272, 305-306; Euler 1979: 181-182; Peters 1980: 
9; Schrijver 1991: 14; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 260-261; 2, 1996: 575-576; 
Mayrhofer 2005: 15‘"*?, 3355; Lindeman 1997: 56-57; Vine 2005: 262-267. Note 
that Arm. arn cannot be derived from "h;ursen- (I rather expect *gar(i)n from it), 
unless one assumes that the *-v- dropped in GDSg and plur. *arín- from PArm. 
*o(w)ars-én-V- due to contraction in a pretonic syllable (cf. 2.1.33.1). 

Whether a QIE *A;rC- would yield Arm. *erC- or *arC- is uncertain. Kortlandt 
(2001: 12 = 2003: 132) assumes a *h,- mentioning Gr. dpveid¢ ‘ram’. This leaves 
Gr. Eponv unexplained. If we must reconstruct *h;-, the initial a- in Arm. arn would 
favour the development *A;rC- > Arm. *erC-. In view of the absence of secure 
examples, however, this must be regarded as uncertain. One might consider other 
possibilities, such as assimilation (oblique *A;rs-p- > PArm. *aran- in ISg -b and 
GDP! -c ‘) or contamination with *hzursen-. 

With few exceptions (e.g. Lindeman and Kortlandt), the Armenian arn and its 
etymology by Meillet remained unnoticed by most of scholars outside Armenia. The 
appurtenance of arn to IE *Hrsen- is beyond doubt. Georg. arni ‘wild sheep’ and 
Syr. arná ‘mountain goat’ are considered Armenian loanwords [HAB 1: 261b; 
Greppin 1983: 299; Jahukyan 1987: 467, 555]. If Skt. vfsan- and its cognates are 
indeed unrelated, we are here dealing with a word belonging to the Armenian-Greek- 
Aryan group: *"Ars-en- ‘male, male animal (bull, stallion, ram)’: Arm. arn ‘wild 
ram’, Indo-Iran. *Hrsan- ‘male, male animal’, Gr. &ponv vs. äponv ‘male’. 


arnem, 1sg.aor ar-ar-i, 3sg.aor. ar-ar, imper. ara ‘to make; to create’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the forms *aynel, *enel, *anel, *arel, etc. 
[HAB 1: 262b]. 

eETYM From PIE *h;er- ‘to fix, put together’: Gr. dpapioxm, aor. ripoapov ‘to fit, 
equip’, Av. aranauu-, etc.; see Hübschmann 1897: 420; Meillet p.c. apud HAB; 
HAB 1: 262 with lit.; Klingenschmitt 1982: 162-163; Clackson 1994: 101-102. See 
also s.v. ard 'shape, order. For the paradigm and a further morphological and 
etymological discussion, see Laragyulyan 1961: 151-153; Godel 1965: 34-36; È. 
Tumanjan 1971: 378-381; Hamp 1975: 102; Viredaz 2005-07: 3-4. 


arnum, 1sg.aor. ar-i, 3sg.aor. ar, 3pl.aor. ar-in, imper. ar (rich evidence in the Bible, 
see Astuacaturean 1895: 180-186) ‘to gain, obtain, win, plunder, take, grasp, etc.’ 
(Bible+); af, i-stem: ISg ar-i-w, GDPI ar-i-c ' ‘gain, robbery, capture’ (Bible+). 

A textual illustration from Genesis 32.22/23 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 299): Ew 
yaruc ‘eal i nmin giseri ar zerkus kanaysn ` ávaotàg dé tijv vixta Exeivnv éAafev Tag 
Ovo yvvaikag. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 248b]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *h;r-nu-: Gr. &pvvuaı, aor. ápóuev ‘to win, gain’, probably 
also Av. aranauu- ‘to grant, allot, provide’ (for which see de Vaan 2003: 371); the 
appurtenance of other forms is uncertain; for the Armenian paradigm and an 
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etymological discussion, see Hübschmann 1897: 420; HAB 1: 248; Meillet 1936: 
105, 112, 114, 121-122, 127; Pokorny 1959: 61; Chantraine 1968-80; 112b; Godel 
1975: 52, 125; K. Schmidt 1980a: 3; Schmitt 1981: 50, 53, 68, 137, 147; Jahukyan 
1982: 70, 127, 184; Klingenschmitt 1982: 247-248; Greppin 1983: 300; Rix 1992: 
210; 1999: 88-89, 538, 650; Clackson 1994: 182, 23764; Matzinger 2000: 28756; 
Beekes 2003: 166; cf. 1969: 35. 

Arm. aor. ar- seems to point to sigmatic aorist (Kortlandt 1996: 41 = 2003: 115). 


arogem (Patericat), afoganem (Agat'angelos /5" cent./, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i 
/9-10" cent./, etc.), orogem, ofoganem (Bible+) ‘to water, wet, sprinkle, irrigate’. 
Once as a noun: arog ‘well, irrigating water’, in Knik‘ hawatoy(“Seal of faith", 7” 
cent.). 

In Agat'angelos § 103 and § 111 (1909=1980: 62°, 65''°), orog- and arog- 
appear as variant readings. 

In Grigor Narekac‘i 9.2.34 (Xa€‘atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 278): erkir orogeal 
c 'awlov : “the earth sprinkled by dew". 

For aroganem Greppin (1983: 301) also cites the meaning ‘to pronounce 
carefully’, and among derivatives mentions aroganut ‘iwn ‘prosody, pronunciation’. 
These, however, belong to ogem ‘to speak, etc.’ (see HAB 3: 549a; A. Muradyan 
1971: 139, 304-305; Weitenberg 2003: 421, 424). 
eETYM From PIE *srou- ‘to stream, flow’: Skt. srav- ‘to stream, flow’, OHG stroum 
‘stream’, Lith. sraveti ‘to seep, flow slowly’, Gr. p&o ‘to flow, stream’, Gr. póoc 
(Cypr. póroc) ‘stream’, etc. [Bugge (1892: 451-452; HAB 1: 263, 264]. According 
to Witczak (1999: 184), a/oroganem “seems to be a denominative formation", which 
is improbable and unnecessary. For a morphological discussion, see Klingenschmitt 
1982: 204. See also s.v. aru *brook, channel, ditch’. 

The initial a- is prothetic, although this (together with aru) is the only 
unambiguous case of a prothetic vowel before the trilled 7, arewc ‘lion’, probably 
being of onomatopoeic origin. The absence of a prothetic vowel in rungn ‘nose, 
nostrils’ suggests a loan or a substratum origin. It has been suggested that aru 
derives from *eru (see Greppin 1983: 301), and the o- of orogem is due to 
assimilatory influence of the root vowel, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 20452; Beekes 
2003: 160-161 (from *e-rogem). The variant orog- is much better attested than 
arog-, so one might think that it is due to the influence of aru. On the other hand, a 
prothetic vowel a- with a labial vowel in the root is corroborated by aroyr ‘brass’ < 
Iran. *róó (see 2.1.17.4). The fluctuation a...o and o...o is reminiscent of that seen in 
oroc- vs. dial. *aroc (q.v.). However, *aroc is found in SE dialects (Agulis, Larabat, 
etc.), where the prothetic vowel is a- even when the Classical Armenian and the 
other dialects have e-. On these problems, see also 2.1.23 (vocalic assimilation) and 
2.1.17 (prothetic vowel). 


arolj (o-stem, i-stem, a-stem, all late) ‘sound, healthy, unhurt’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 263b]. 
eETYM Composed of the prefix ar- ‘at, to, near by, before, etc.’ and off ‘whole, 
integral, complete, solid; sound, healthy, unhurt' (q.v.), see HAB 1: 263b; 3: 558. 


*ar-orm-i (dial.) ‘a log or wooden structure that supports the wall or the ceiling of a 
house’. 
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eDIAL Acafyan (1913: 136a; HAB 3: 583b) records dial. ar-orm-i as equivalent to 
Turk. &'iris, not specifying the dialectal location. For the semantic description, see 
Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 232c; Marutjan 1989: 72-74. The word is found in a number of 
dialects with semantic nuances with respect to the exact place of the log in the 
wooden framework of the house. The forms are: 

Zangezur (Goris and surroundings) harahormi, subdial. rahormi, raformi ‘a 
wooden structure at the wall (Lisic*yan 1969: 100-101 with a thorough description), 
Metri arahurme [Atayan 1954: 297], Mus (Bulanox) *arormi [S. Movsisyan 1972: 
13], Sasun arormi [Petoyan 1954: 104; 1965: 444] or arorma [HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 134a] ‘an angular log that supports the wooden framework of the ceiling’. 

The Goris and Metri forms seem to point to *ara-orm-i > *ara-h-ormi, with the 
glide -h- (on which see the discussion on the place-name K 'arahunj in 4.8). The by- 
form ara- of the prefix may be corroborated by araspel ‘myth, fable’ and arastat 
‘ceiling’ (see s.vv.). In these words, however, the -a- can be explained as an 
anaptyctic vowel before -sC-. It is possible that *arormi has been replaced by *ar- 
horm-i in Metri, etc. through restoration of the initial h- of the word for ‘wall’ in 
Metri (hurm ‘wall’), and the cluster -/h- was simplified through insertion of an 
anaptyxis. Nevertheless, there seem to exist also words with ara- where the second 
-a- can hardly be of anaptyctic origin, but the etymology of these words (see s.v. 
aratik ‘cord’) is uncertain. 

Describing his paternal hut, Xac'atur Abovyan (see G. D. Asatryan 1990: 50) 
describes how the hail, rain, etc. penetrate i taneac' i yolormoc' i cetk‘ac‘ lusamtic' 
“from the roof, from the *oform-k‘, and from the holes of the windows". I was not 
able to find this *oform- or *(y)olorm- in dictionaries. Apparently we are dealing 
with the oblique stem *arorm(w)o- of our word. For dissimilation r..r > ir, see 
2.1.24. 
eETYM A derivative of orm ‘wall’, q.v. (see Acarean 1913: 136a; HAB 3: 583b), 
composed as *ar- ‘at, to, near by, before, etc.’ + orm ‘wall’ + -i. For the prefix ar- 
(q.v.) in words that refer to the wooden structure of the home cf. arastat ‘ceiling’ (cf. 
Gr. oujAn ‘gravestone, post, pillar’), *ar-zel ‘a bed for workers made at the ceiling’ 
(cf. jelun ‘ceiling’). 

The word ar-orm-i seems to be quite old since it is found in the dialects that differ 
from each other both geographically and linguistically, and the suffix ar was more 
productive at earlier stages of the development of the Armenian language. Moreover, 
the root orm ‘wall’ itself has not been preserved in most of these dialects. 


aru, i-stem, o-stem, a-stem “brook, tributary; channel; ditch, trench, furrow, passage’ 
(Bible+). 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.62 (1913=1991: 194°"): ew zaygin mec, yor mtanér arun 
get, haneal i covén Gaylatuay. Thomson (1978: 206) translates the passage as 
follows: “and the great vineyard wich is irrigated by the canal that branches out from 
the lake of Gaylatu”. Jihanyan (1991: 231) adheres to the view that arun, although 
otherwise unattested as such, is a river name. The verb hanem ‘to take out, etc.’ is 
transitive, however, and is never used, to my knowledge, as ‘to come out’ or the 
like. It seems therefore more probable that aru(n) get refers to a large artificial 
irrigating channel that is taken/drawn out from the lake of Gaylatu (nowadays 
Balok*é'ay); this is exactly how Malxasyanc‘ (1990: 126) translates the passage. 
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@DIAL Preserved in numerous dialects: Nor Naxijewan, Aslanbek, Hamšen, Zeyt'un, 
Mus, Van, Agulis, Larabat, Juta, etc. In all the dialects the meaning is ‘brook’, and 
only in Nor Naxijewan ‘the path of rain or flood water’ [HAB 1: 265a]. 

Xarberd has arun, with an additional -n (ibid.). This form is also found in K‘esab 
arran, see C‘olak‘ean 1986: 20, 34, 47 (with many other examples), 197a. Note that 
some of the examples for the epithetic -n in K‘esab go parallel with those in Xarberd 
and others (see HAB s.vv.). 

Some dialectal forms point to a prefixed formation, namely *y-aru : Mus, 
Alaskert h‘aru, Van dru, Ozim häru [HAB 1: 265a; Acatyan 1952: 247], as well as 
Moks häru, GSg hárvo^ ‘kanaga, apbik’; see Orbeli 2002: 275; a textual illustration: 
118? (Russ. transl. — p. 179). 
eETYM Since Bugge (1892: 451-452; see also HAB 1: 263, 264), derived from PIE 
*sr(e/o)u- ‘to stream, flow’: Gr. few ‘to flow, stream’, Gr. póoç (Cypr. póroc) 
‘stream’, Skt. srav- ‘to stream, flow’, OHG stroum ‘stream’, Lith. sravéti ‘to seep, 
flow slowly’, etc. See also s.v. a/oroganem ‘to water, wet, sprinkle’ (from *srou-). 
The Armenian form presupposes *sr(o)u-i-o/eh>- (cf. Lith. srauja, Latv. strauja 
‘stream’, Russ. struja ‘stream’, etc.), or *sru-ti- (cf. Skt. sruti-, Gr. opgoe, etc.), or 
*sru-to- (cf. Gr. potoc ‘flowing’), or *sroutos- n. (cf. Skt. srótas- n. ‘stream, current? 
/RV+/, OPers. rautah- n., Pahl., NPers. rod ‘stream’). Witczak (1999: 184) derives 
aru from *srowos m., which is formally improbable. For the prothetic vowel, see 
s.v. arog(-) and 2.1.17.4. According to Aëatvan (HAB 1: 265a), Georg. ru, ruvi 
“brook, channel’ was borrowed from Armenian before the addition of the prothetic 
vowel. 

The dialectal prefixed *y-aru (with y- from *h ;en- ‘in’) can be understood as 
“in-flux, in-flow’, cf. Lat. in-fluxio ‘influx, tributary’, etc. 

As we saw above, Jihanyan (1991: 231) treats the word in the passage from 
Movsés Xorenac‘i as a river-name Arun, with an etymological -n, and derives it 
from PIE *sruno/a- (cf. Av. rauuan-, etc.). It is tempting to identify this form with 
Xarberd arun and K‘esab arron. However, one cannot be sure that the final -n of 
*Aru-n is not the article -n. Furthermore, it may, together with the Xarberd and 
K‘esab forms, merely reflect an additional -n, on which see 2.2.1.3. 

See also s.v. getar(u), GSg getaru-i in Lazar P‘arpec‘i. 


asem GSg asian (Bible), ISg aslam-b (Ephrem), API astun-s (“Carontir”) ‘needle’ 
(Bible+). Derivatives based on astan-, asein-, asin-, etc. Also without -n : 
ast-a-ktuc‘ ‘a kind of sea bird’, literally: ‘(having a) needle-beak’, in Anania 
Sirakac‘i, 7" cent. (see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 308'”°, Abrahamyan / Petrosyan 
1979: 3629); MidArm. asex, ase! [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 81a]; perhaps also ast-ani 
‘thread’ (Bible+) [Weitenberg 1985: 104], or ast-eni, which is attested in Yovhan 
Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (2003: 1262b'”), in a list of sorceries: asteni karmir ‘red 
thread’, between acu? ‘coal’ and erkat‘ ‘iron’. Compare astanik‘n kaxardac‘ “the 
threads of sorcerers” in John Chrysostom. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. All the forms lack the final -n except for Agulis 
dysdina (next to aysäf) [Aéarean 1935: 35, 337], Larabat áseino (next to ase?) 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 317]. Next to ásuł (see below), Metri has a trace of -n in the 
derivative asainávur < aselnawor (see Alayan 1954: 263a). Other compounds, 
namely ast-a-ben and ast-aman (loc. cit.), lack the -n-. Moks usually preserves the 
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final -n of this type in the oblique stem, but in this particular case no trace is found: 
NSg deel or ásil / åsəł, GSg ästo” (see Orbeli 2002: 205-206). 

The vocalism of Agulis áysd/(na) is irregular with respect to both vowels of the 
word (see Aéarean 1935: 35, 49). For the initial vowel one may assume anticipation 
of the front vowel e/i in the following syllable, as in calel ‘to fold’ > Agulis caylil, 
etc. However, the vowel -d- remains unclear. One therefore may also think of 
vocalic metathesis (see 2.1.26.4): *asiin (if this form is reliable; see below) > 
*isal(n), which would yield Agulis dysdi(na), as can be seen from e.g. cicat 
‘laughter’ > Agulis cáycá! (see Acarean 1935: 60). 

Interesting is Nor Juta asu? ‘needle’ (attested since 1788), the -u- of which is 
irregular and is only paralleled by taxe? ‘woodshaving’ > Nor Juta tašuł (see 
Aéaryan 1940: 61). The third example is ule? ‘brain’ > atu? (next to ole?). One must 
reckon with rounding effect of the final - on the preceding front vowel (Weitenberg, 
p.c. and research in process). But it is unclear why we have doublet forms, since the 
other words containing -e/(n) yielded -e? (see Acaryan 1940: 61). A similar case is 
found in Metri, Karéewan, and Kak‘avaberd, where we have asut [Atayan 1954: 
263a; H. Muradyan 1960: 190a; 1967: 166b]. Next to äse/it ‘needle’ (see above), 
Moks has asut, GSg dsuta‘ in different semantics, namely ‘two small planks that tie 
the handle of a plough with the pole’ (see Orbeli 2002: 206). This word is identical 
with the word for ‘needle’, as can be seen from Nor Bayazet *ase?, which denotes 
the same part of a plough (see Aécarean 1913: 138-139 s.v. ase! ‘needle’, with a 
detailed semantic description), as well as Mus (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 104a). 
For the semantic development cf. t'ur ‘sword’, which in some dialects seems to 
denote the same or a similar part of a plough (see Amatuni 1912: 219b; Acarean 
1913: 379a; Bdoyan 1972: 209a, 218a, 220b, etc., especially 223ab). Note that 
Aéaryan (1913: 140a) records Van *aso? “a part of the plough which elsewhere is 
called t‘ur” and asks: “that is ase#?”. Jahukyan (1972: 281) is more positive and 
presents Van *aso? (not mentioning the others) as a dialectal by-form of asetn 
‘needle’. Note also net ‘arrow’ > Moks nit ‘the pole of a plough’ (see Orbeli 2002: 
299). 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1868: 14) and others, connected with Lat. acies, -ei f. 
‘edge, point’, acus ‘needle’, etc. [HAB 1: 268]. For *-/-, cf. OCS osla ‘whetstone’, 
Sin. ósla ‘whetstone’, OEng. egle ‘awn’, Germ. Achel ’tip of an ear’. The 
explanation, according to which the Armenian form comes from an older *asilan (> 
NSg asein, GSg astan), which is allegedly corroborated by Slavic *os-i-la- (see 
Jahukyan 1987: 157), cannot be maintained since, in fact, the Slavic has no *-i-; cf. 
Kortlandt 1985: 22 = 2003: 65. Thus, Hübschmann (1897: 421") and Aéatyan 
(HAB 1: 268) are right in reconstructing *ak-I- (= *hzek-1-). 

Since Arm. aseln appears in Agulis and Larabat with and without -n (see above, 
also Weitenberg 1985: 104), whereas neighbouring dialects such as Juta, Metri, etc. 
(as well as Moks) have geuf, and since an original -e- would not disappear in the 
oblique cases, one might offer the following solution. The IE word may be treated as 
a HD /-stem (for the type, see Beekes 1995: 177): NSg *n,ek-öl > > *hol, with 
zero grade in the root analogically after the oblique stem > Nor Juta, Metri group, 


1 According to Amatuni (1912: 60b), Moks (the village of Knekanc‘) has aso? aröri mac . 
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and Moks dial. asut (see also s.v. acu? ‘coal’), AccSg *h>k-el-m > aseln, GSg 
*hK-I-0s-. This is reminiscent of the well-known case of the word for ‘milk’, where 
Meli group and Agulis reflect the old, archaic form with the nominative *-s 
(*kalc^), whereas all the remaining dialects and Classical Armenian have the form 
derived from the PIE accusative, namely kat'n (q.v.). Remarkably, asein and *asut 
are both represented in Moks, but with semantic differentiation: dse/it ‘needle’ : asut 
“two small planks that tie the handle of a plough with the pole’. 

The vocalic loss in gen. astan and compositional asZn- presupposes an analogical 
nominative by-form *asuin (cf. dial. *asuf) or asiin (in HAB 1: 268a, as a variant 
spelling of asein). For *asiin, see also above, on Agulis. 


asem, 1sg.aor. asac ‘-i, 3sg.aor. asac‘, imper. asa, etc. ‘to say, tell, speak’ (Bible+). 

One of the principal verbs for speaking. Also refers to the singing of birds, cf. i 
Zam hawun aseloy “in the time of speaking of the birds or the rooster' (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i), cf. haw-a-xös [Alayan 1986: 83, 85], dial. hav-xus-oc ' (see Srvanjtyanc‘ 
1, 1978: 145), xoroz-xos [Lalayan 1, 1983: 249, cf. 243], etc. See also the dialectal 
section. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 266-267]. 

The meaning ‘to sing’ is attested in the earlier versions (1890 and 1896) of the 
poem entitled Lorec'i Sak'on by H. T‘umanyan (3, 1989: 174-5, 186-57), a speaker 
of the Lori sub-dialect (the village of Dset), which belongs to the dialect of Ararat. 
The poet himself glosses asel as ergel ‘to sing’ (ibid. 180). 

The derivative an-as-un ‘animal’, lit. ‘not-speaking’, is widespread in the 
dialects. In some of them it refers to ‘bird’ (Suc‘ava), ‘not-speaking, speechless’ 
(Axalc‘xa, Alaskert, Van, etc.), ‘child’ (Karin)”°, ‘uninhabited place, desert" (Van); 
see HAB 1: 266-267. Particularly interesting is the meaning ‘uninhabited place, 
desert’, which presupposes a semantic development based on the contrast ‘human 
world’ vs. ‘non-human, wild world’. 

The dialectal form asmunk‘ ‘phrase, word, speech’ (see Acarean 1913: 140a) has 
developed a religious meaning: ‘rite’ (in Urmia) [Asatryan 1962: 212b], ‘religious 
service’ (Ararat, Larabal, Mus, Van) [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 106a], and ‘magic 
formula’ in Svedia (e/äsmank‘, see Andreasyan 1967: 219, cf. 354b). 

The Hamsen aorist formation is remarkable: as-t-i, as-t-ir, as-t-av, as-t-ak', as-t- 
ik‘, as-t-in (see Aéatyan 1947:134-135); e.g. mek‘ astak' ‘we said’ [Aéatyan 1947: 
245]. According to Acaryan (1947:134-135), the -t- is an epenthesis of phonetic 
nature. It is not clear, however, why it only functions in the aorist. Therefore a 
phonetic explanation does not seem satisfactory. The paradigm is synchronically 
irregular in three respects: 1) the ‘additional’ -t- is enygmatic; 2) for a verb of e-class 
one would expect the following paradigm: -ec ‘i, -ec ‘ir, -ec‘, -ec 'ak', -ec ik‘, -ec'in 
(Hamsen Class 1); 3) the 3Sg -av is not at home in this paradigm. 

It should be borne in mind that asem is irregular already in Classical Armenian, 
thus 3sg.aor. is not *asec'i but asac'i. This implies that the verb could have been 
incorporated into Class 3A, the type xatam ‘to move, play’: xal(a)c 'i, xat(a)c ‘ir, 
xalac', xal(a)c'ak', xal(a)c'ik', xal(a)c'in. The syncopated variant of the aorist 
paradigm of asem would then be as follows: *asc'i, *asc'ir, *asac', *asc'ak', 


? Compare Fr. enfant ‘child’ from Lat. infans ‘speechless, inarticulate’. 
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*asc ik‘, *asc ‘in. For an attestation of e.g. 3pl.aor. asc ‘in in MidArm, see Yovhannes 
T‘Ikuranc‘i, 14-15" cent. [Mnac'akanyan 1941: 180a; Pivazyan 1960: 165-5]. 

Assuming a phonological development -sc - > -st- (desaffrication), we arrive at 
the actual paradigm, viz. as-t-i, etc. The only exception 1s 3Sg as-t-av instead of 
*asac'. An explanation for this form could be that the paradigm asti, astir, *asac' 
was odd, thus *asac‘ has been replaced by astav after the second subtype of Class 3. 
The imperative forms asä and as-t-ek', as well as the past participle as-t-aj can 
similarly derive from *as-a, *as-(a)c'ek' and *as-(a)e -ac, respectively; cf. 
MidArm. asc'ac in e.g. Law Code (1265 AD) of Smbat Sparapet [Galstyan 1958: 
137a]. Compare xat-a, xal-(a)c "ek" and xat-(a)c at" 

For the development -sc - > -st- (desaffrication) compare šč > št found in sicuk 
‘whey’ > Mus, Alaskert sdug. The distribution in Mus is remarkable: sijug and sdug. 
Thus, the -d- is found only in the syncopated form, where it immediately follows the 
sibilant 5-. 
eETYM Usually compared with Gr. 7 (athematic imperfect) < *h;e-h;eg-t ‘he said’, 
Lat. aio ‘I say’, etc. Probably from earlier perfect formations, with *-gt- > -st- and 
generalisation of -s-; note also Arm. remarkable aorist with internal -a-, asac ‘i. For a 
discussion of phonological and morphological problems I refer to Meillet 1892: 164; 
Brugmann 1904: 506; HAB 1: 266; Klingenschmitt 1982: 135, 137-138; de 
Lamberterie 1980: 223; 1982: 26f and passim; Jahukyan 1982: 55, 190; Greppin 
1983: 302-303; Schrijver 1991: 26-28; Ravnæs 1991: 17, 64; Clackson 1994: 81; de 
Vaan 2008: 31-32 (cf. also Hübschmann 1877: 25). See also s.v. arac ‘proverb’, with 
the expected reflex of *ag- > Arm. ac-. For alternative etymological suggestions, see 
Witczak 2003: 85-86. 

The assumption that Arm. an-as-un ‘animal’ < ‘qui ne parle pas’ is a calque after 
Greek &-Aoyov ‘sans raison’ (Benveniste 1964: 37; see also Schmitt 1972-74: 23 for 
a Georgian parallel with refer.) is highly improbable in view of the fact that anasun 
is widespread in the dialects. 


askn ‘a precious stone of red colour’, probably ‘ruby’. 

Attested only in Severian of Gabala, twice, in a list of precious stones. After 
discussing the list, Ataryan (HAB 1: 269) concludes that askn is equivalent to sutak 
of the corresponding list in Exodus 48.17 (a misprint for 28.19; cf. also 39.12), 
which is a kind of karkehan, found in both lists. Greppin (1983: 303) translates askn 
as ‘garnet’. See also HAB s.v. sutak(n). 
eETYM The only etymology I know of is that of Alayan (1974: 2 ) who derives it 
from PIE */;eHs- ‘hearth; ash’. For the cognates, see s.v. azazim and aciwn. With 
the exception of Greppin (1983: 303), this etymology is unknown to the Western 
scholars. Even in Armenia proper it remained unnoticed, except for Alabekyan 
1979: 63. The word is absent in Jahukyan 1987 and Olsen 1999. Greppin gives the 
whole entry between square brackets. 

Although not very clear, the etymology is, nevertheless, worthy of consideration. 
For the semantics, cf. kayc ‘spark’ vs. ‘ruby’, Gr. &vópaéc ‘charcoal’ vs. ‘ruby, 


gNrl3 


?! Note the etymological problem of -s- in asem from PIE *-g- instead of the expected -c-. 
Thus one might alternatively suggest a development 3sg.aor *Hg-t > PArm. *ast. This is 
attractive but very risky. 
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carbuncle, etc.'. The absence of an initial h- is perhaps due to the zero-grade form 
and the possible influence of aciwn ‘ash’ (if this is indeed related), where the initial 
syllable of the historically polysyllabic form was unstressed. The suffixal element 
-k- can go back to QIE *-g- which is probably attested in Olc. aska ‘ash’, Gr. 
&ofioAoc, &ofióAn ‘soot’ (if from * &o(y)BoA-); perhaps also in aciwn < *asciwn ‘ash’. 
See also s.v. asci ‘food’. 

The hypothetical preform of askn would then be *h;Hs-g-m. For *-g- cf. the 
Germanic forms: Goth. azgo, OHG. asca 'ashes'. For -n, see 2.2.1.3. 


astem ‘to look for a bride, ask in marriage’ and ast-óf ‘suitor, fiancé, bridegroom’, 
both only in Timot‘éos Kuz (Timothy Aelurus, 5th or 6th cent.) and in Knik‘ 
hawatoy (Seal of Faith, 7th cent.); the dictionary entitled Arjern bararan (1865, 
Venice) has hastim ‘to be engaged, be betrothed (said of a girl)’; see Acarean 1908- 
09a, 1: 368aNr7; HAB 1: 277b. 

For attestations and a thorough philological discussion, see de Lamberterie 
1992a: 92-99. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is recorded in HAB 1: 277b. A connection with 
hastem ‘to affirm, assert, make hard, create’ (q.v.) has been suggested in Acarean 
1908-092, 1: 368a". For the semantics cf. Gr. mevdepog ‘father-in-law, son-in-law’, 
etc. from PIE *b"nd"- ‘to bind, fasten’. 

Lap'anc'yan (1961: 105; see also Greppin 1991b: 724b) treats Arm. astem as a 
loan from Hurt. asti ‘woman; wife’. For the typology of the development *ast- 
‘wife’ > the verb astem he compares Russ. Zeng ‘wife’ > Zenit'sja ‘to marry’. 
Jahukyan (1987: 426, 466) accepts the etymology and notes the Semitic origin of the 
Hurrian word, cf. Akkad. assatu(m) ‘wife’, assutum ‘marriage’ and others, which 
contain a nasal in the root. On the other hand, the Hurrian word has been connected 
with Chechen ste ‘wife, female’, etc., and the initial a- is taken as prothetic 
(Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 39; cf. Cheung 2002: 234; Greppin 1991b: 724b). 

For an extensive philological and etymological discussion I refer to Greppin 
1990-91; Mahé 1990-91; de Lamberterie 1992a (with a thorough treatment in 
relation with hastem ‘to affirm, fasten, etc."). 

Alternatively one may think of PIE *peh;g/K- ‘to make fast, fasten’, cf. Gr. 
zamyvouı to fix; to stick, join; to congeal, coagulate’, etc. (see Lubotsky 1981: 133; 
1992: 266; Schrijver 1991: 97; Mallory/Adams 1997: 64b). Especially interesting 
are the Latin cognates: pacisco ‘to arrange or secure by negotiation; to betroth (to)’, 
paciscor ‘to negotiate, arrange; to make a settlement or come to terms; to engage 
oneself in marriage to', pactio 'agreement, compact; marriage settlement 
(OxfLatDict), pacta ‘fiancée, bride’ (Dvoreckij 1986: 546c). A QIE *ph»-ti(h;)- or 
*ph»k-teh;- ‘betrothal, engagement’, ‘betrothed (girl)’, ‘fiancée, bride’ would yield 
PArm. *(h)ast-i- or *(h)ast-a-. On the institution of the marriage compact among 
Armenians, see Xafatyan 1989: 15-16. The verb hastem ‘to affirm, assert, make 
hard, create’ (q.v. may be (folk-)etymologically related with *(h)ast- ‘to be 
betrothed; fiancée, bride’. 

The connection of Arm. astem ‘to look for a bride, ask in marriage’ and hastim ‘to 
be engaged, be betrothed (said of a girl)’ with hastem ‘to affirm, assert, make hard, 
create’ and/or the derivation from QIE *ph>k-ti(h))- or *ph>k-teh>- (> PArm. *ast- 
‘fiancée, bride’ is possible. If this is accepted, the connection with Hurr. asti 
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‘woman; wife’ should be abandoned. It is tempting to derive the Hurrian form from 
PArm. *ast- ‘bride’ (cf. especially the Latin forms above), but the Semitic forms 
make this improbable. 


astt, /-stem: ISg astet-b, NPI astet-k‘, GDPI astet-c‘ (George of Pisidia), IPI astet-b-k‘, 
etc.; a-stem: GDPI astel-a-c ‘, IPl astel-a-w-k‘ ‘star’ (Bible+). Astlik, GSg Asttkan (in 
“Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hrip‘simeanc“” : Asttkay) ‘the planet Venus; the goddess of 
love’. 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. 

Some dialects display a final -a : Axalc'xa, Ararat, Polis [HAB 1: 279a]; for Polis 
this is not corroborated in Acaryan 1941: 74, 90, 204: asx. The -ə probably betrays 
an old -n, cf. especially Ararat astta : pl. astiner. The same holds for GSg astl-an in 
Van [Aéaryan 1952: 124], although this is not corroborated by data from Moks: NSg 
astat, GSg astt-a°, NPI astt-ir (see Orbeli 2002: 206; a textual illustration for NPI: 
74.5). Satax has GSg asti-i [M. Muradyan 1962: 94], although NPI is astat-ner (op. 
cit. 87). A direct reflex of -n in the nominative is seen in Goris: astaina alongside 
with asta? [Margaryan 1975: 315a]. Clear traces of -n at least in Goris, Lori and Van 
allow to postulate *ast/-n before 1000 AD [Weitenberg 1985: 102]. 

For other possible traces of the -n, apart from the -ə in Axalc‘xa, etc., note also 
Mus astlan catik ‘a kind of flower’; Arabkir astintik' ‘étoile filante = falling star’; 
Van, etc. pl. astlunk' (see Aëatean 1913: 140b). Arabkir astintik' is cited by Acaryan 
as astt-ntik‘. The component -ntik' is unclear, however. I prefer to interpret the word 
as a petrified plural astin-ti-k‘ (cf. below on Hamsen). 

In some dialects, the dental was lost: Polis asx [Aéaryan 1941: 74, 90, 204], 
Zeyt'un osi, Hacon osx [Acaryan 2003: 137, 299], Malat'ia asax [Danielyan 1967: 
187a], Salmast as?‘ [HAB 1: 279a], Marala ask [Acarean 1926: 106, 123, 385; 
Davt‘yan 1966: 318], etc. The sound change 7 > k is apparently due to the 
assimilatory influence of the preceding plosive t. 

Remarkably, Hamsen has GDPI asttec ', although NPI astet-k‘ has been petrified 
into NSg astexk‘ [Aéatyan 1947: 93, 221]; cf. above on Arabkir. 

Xarberd and Dersim have a variant with diminutive -ik [HAB 1: 279a; Batramyan 
1960: 73b]. Compare the name of the goddess Asttik, as well as the female personal 
name Asttik, e.g. Polis Asxig [Acaryan 1941: 74, 90, 204]. For diminutive forms in 
Svedia, etc., see the following. 

For Svedia, next to usd?, Aéatyan (2003: 431, cf. 560) records a curious form, 
arasdlag, which, as he points out, is unclear (“ori inc‘ linela haytni Ze, For ast? in 
this dialect, Andreasyan (1967: 354b) has usd#, but also arastig from astt-ik, with the 
same “epenthetic” -r-. Note also K'esab arastatek [C‘olak‘ean (1986: 227], K‘abusie 
arastak, pl. aras(a)tannir or -nnoyr [Laribyan 1958: 121a]. In Aramo, Laribyan 
(1958: 59a) records sg. astla and pl. arstloir. The same author has also sg. ustz, pl. 
astlaeyr (op. cit. 27). 

We see that the -r/r appears in suffixed formations and in the plural, but not in the 
“pure” NSg form corresponding to astł. This is reminiscent of other cases when the 
epenthetic -r- is inserted (before sibilants and affricates) only in derivatives; see 
2.1.30.2. One may also assume that in this particular case the epenthesis may have 
been prompted by contamination with arasta? ‘ceiling’, taken metaphorically as 
‘starry sky’; see 3.7.1. Remarkably, C‘olak‘ean (1986: 227) derives K‘esab arastatek 
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‘star’ from *arastat-ik, although he does not mention explicitly that the word for 
‘ceiling’ is meant. 

The idea about contamination may be corroborated by the fact that this epenthesis 
in the word for ‘star’ has taken place only in the dialects situated on the territory of 
Syria (Svedia, K‘esab, K‘abusie, Aramo), and Arm. arastat has been directly 
recorded only in and around the same area, namely Syria and Cilicia. Thus, the 
co-existence of forms like e.g. K'esab avastat-ek ‘star’ vs. arastuat ‘ceiling’, or of 
such plurals like e.g. Aramo arstl-air ‘stars’ vs. arstat-na ‘ceilings’ is hardly due to 
chance. 

On Satax astlunk‘y ‘uvula, windpipe’, see s.v. arastat ‘ceiling; palate’. 

Also the final -a of Aramo NSg ast/a is interesting (unless it is a misprint). It 
cannot go back to old *-a- since *asti-ay would yield Aramo *asttou or *asttua, cf. 
baklay ‘bean’ > pagluo, tlay ‘child’ > dou, p‘esay ‘son-in-law’ > p'isou (see 
Laribyan 1958: 59b,72b, 73a). Instead, it can reflect *astt-i, cf. agi ‘tail’ > akka, 
aygi ‘garden’ > akka, mak ‘i ‘ewe’ > mák'a, oski ‘gold’ > aska, etc. [Laribyan 1958: 
20]. 
eETYM Since Klaproth (1823=1831: 105b) and NHB (1: 319c), compared with Gr. 
dornp, -époc, Skt. NPI tárah (the absence of the s- is unexplained), instr. st-bhih, 
Av. star-, Pahl. starag, Pers. sitara, Goth. stairno, Lat. stella < *stér-la or *stel-na, 
etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 421; HAB 1: 278-279]. Hitt. hasterza /hsterz/ (see Watkins 
1974a: 12-14) clearly points to PIE *hster- ‘star’, and the “prothetic” a- in Greek 
and Armenian is the regular outcome of PIE *hz- [Olsen 1999: 763; Kortlandt 2003: 
76; Beekes 2003: 185]. Therefore, this word cannot be interpreted as a 
Greek-Armenian isogloss [Clackson 1994: 33-35, 183]. 

For the 7-stems and the paradigm of Arm. astł, see Meillet 1936: 81; Godel 1975: 
96; Jahukyan 1982: 92, 137; Olsen 1999: 159-161. 

The r-/ fluctuation (cf. Lat. stella and Arm. astl, pl. *astel-a-) has been 
interpreted in different ways. Following Meillet, Acaryan (HAB 1: 278b; see also 
Bonfante 1937: 19) rejects *ster-là- and accepts *stel-na-, with the addition of *n- 
as in Goth. stairno and Bret. sterenn. This view is accepted by Watkins (1974a: 
10-11, 13). One might compare *louk-s-neh;- ‘moon’, see s.vv. lusn and lusin. 
Jahukyan (1982: 104-105; cf. also Olsen 1984: 104; 1985: 6-7) is inclined to an old 
athematic /-stem (*astel-, GSg *astel-os, NPl *astel-es, cf. Gr. dornp, dotépoc, 
àotépeç, respectively), although he does not exclude the alternative of *astel-na-, 
noting (22133) the development *-/n- > Arm. -ł- seen in *pelnumi > hetum ‘to pour’. 
Later, he (1987: 152, 195) seems to prefer, although with hesitation, *aster-I-. As for 
the twofold plurals, cf. GDPI astet-c‘ vs. astel-a-c‘, the one with -a- is usually traced 
back to an old collective, cf. Gr. dota [Meillet 1936: 81; Watkins 1974a: 10; 
Jahukyan 1982: 105; 1987: 255; cf., however, Olsen 1999: 160309. 

Olsen (1999: 159-160, 843) assumes “analogical influence from (the nom.acc. of) 
the word for ‘Sun’” (cf. Lat. sol, etc.), but she does not exclude the alternative of 
*-[n- > -t-, with a secondary addition of *-n- as in Germanic, etc. (160393). For the 
influence of the word for ‘sun’, see also Tumanjan 1978: 289... 

As we see, scholars often find hard to choose between *haster-I- and *hastel-n-. 
Apart from the references already cited, see also Tumanjan 1978: 46, 289; 
Alabekyan 1979: 98. Since the PIE word clearly had an original *-r-, I prefer the 
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former alternative, namely *haster-I-. This solution is also advocated by others: 
Mayrhofer 1952: 316; Bomhard 1986: 191 (Lat. < *ster-ela). For a discussion, see 
also Scherer 1953: 25-27. Note Celt. *stirlo- ‘iris of the eye; eye’ (Olr. sell, etc.) 
from QIE *hpster-lo-; cf. PCelt. *ster- ‘star’ (Schrijver 1995: 421-422, cf. 423"). 

For Armenian, we may reconstruct */»ster-l, a nominative, analogical after PIE 
*seh;ul ‘sun’, and *haster-leh>-. For the influence from the nominative of the word 
for ‘sun’ cf. the view of Olsen, although she assumes a substitution of original *r 
with */ rather than *-r/-. However, she (op. cit. 159) prefers deriving the Latin word 
from "ster-leh;-. This would separate the Armenian and Latin forms from each 
other, which does not seem probable. 

The derivation of Lat. stella and Arm. *astel-a- from "h;ster-leh;» may be 
corroborated by Lat. anguilla ‘eel’ and Arm. angt-ay-k‘ (q.v.), possibly from IE 
*H(V)ng"ur-leh;-. 

Arm. dial. *astel-n (see above) may represent the old accusative "-m, see 
Weitenberg 1985; Kortlandt 1985: 21, 23 — 2003: 65, 67; Beekes 2003: 142-143. 

PIE *hzster- ‘star’ has been compared with the Semitic word for ‘deified Venus’, 
cf. Ištar, etc. [Illié-Svityé 1964: 6-7; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 685-686, 875, 
876, 967; Takacs 1997: 373-374]. On the other hand, it was also derived from PIE. 
*ds- (= *hzeHs-) ‘to burn’, with the suffix of nomina agentis *-ter/l-, thus: ‘the 
burning/glowing object’. This view has more adherents; for a discussion, see Scherer 
1953: 23, 26; Bomhard 1986; Beekes, Adams and Mallory apud Mallory/Adams 
1997: 543; cf. Watkins 1974a: 13-14 (suffixes *-er- and *-el-, with the same 
variation as in agentive *-ter/l-). According to Gamkrelidze/Ivanov (1984, 2: 8751, 
876), the Semitic word may be borrowed from the IE one. This, if true, would 
reconcile the two etrymologies. The postulation of the suffix *-ter// (see also 
Tumanjan 1978: 289,4) would make the restoration of */2stel- stronger. 


asr (no evidence for oblique cases in the Biblical attestations, see Astuacaturean 1895: 
201b), r/u-declension: GDSg as-u (Grigor Astuacaban, Anania T‘argmani¢‘, 
Xosrovik T‘argmanic‘), AblSg y-asu-é (Basil of Caesarea); o-stem: AblSg y-asr-o-y 
(Hexaemeron, Nerses Lambronac‘i), ISg asr-o-v (Grigor Narekac‘i); r-stem: ISg 
aser-b (Nersés Snorhali); u-stem: GDSg asr-u (Basil of Caesarea) ‘wool, fleece’ 
(Bible+). 

The basic *asu- is also seen in as-u-i and asu-o-y (Bible+)”, as well as in the 
derivatives asu-eay ‘woollen, of wool’ (Leviticus 13.52, 59) and asu-et ‘shaggy, 
woolly’ (said of a ram in Eznik Kotbac‘i, A. A. Abrahamyan 1994: 126"). 

A number of derivatives with asr(-a)- [NHB 1: 334a]. 
eETYM Since Bugge 1889: 11, connected to Gr. zdéxoc m. ‘plucked, shorn off sheep's 
wool, fleece’ and zéxog n. ‘fleece’ vs. zéxc ‘to comb, card, shear’, Lith. pesu ‘to 
pluck, pull out’, MPers., NPers. pasm ‘wool’, Oss. fesm/fans ‘wool’, fasyn/fasun ‘to 
comb’, cf. Skt. paksman- n. ‘eyelash’, YAv. pasna- n. ‘eyelash’, etc. (for these and 
more Indo-Iranian forms, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 62-63; Cheung 2002: 187); 
further Skt. pasu-, pasu- n., pasu- m. ‘cattle’ (cf. Lubotsky 1988: 45 on these 


?? These are interpreted as ‘double genitive’ or adjective ‘of wool, woollen’ in NHB 1: 333c. 
The form *as-u with gen. as-u-i is rather comparable to met-u, gen. mefu-i ‘bee’ vs. metr, gen. 
mel-u, also met-u-i ‘honey’ (q.v.); cf. also E. Tumanjan 1978: 299, 301; Olsen 1999: 106, 435. 
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alternants), Av. pasu- m. ‘cattle’, Oss. fys/fus ‘sheep’ (Cheung 2002: 191), Lat. 
pecus, -oris n. ‘cattle; herd, flock’, pecus, -udis f. ‘farm animal, sheep’, pecünia f. 
‘property, wealth’, Goth. faihu n. ‘property, money’, OHG fihu n. ‘cattle’, Lith. 
pékus ‘cattle, small livestock’, etc. Hübschmann 1897: 421-422; Pedersen 1905: 
230; 1906: 370 = 1982: 92, 148; HAB 1: 282-283; Pokorny 1959: 797; 
Ernout/Meillet 1959: 491; E. Tumanjan 1978: 299-300; Atabekyan 1979: 95-96; on 
the PIE etymon (without Armenian), see also Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 108-110; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 570a. 

The problem with this etymology is that the best semantic match to Arm. asr, viz. 
Gr. zókoc m., zékoc n. ‘fleece’ (cf. Meillet 1936: 142, assuming a special Armeno- 
Greek correspondence), morphologically disagrees with the Armenian word. The 
latter belongs to the Armenian *r/u-declension, which originates from PIE neuter 
*u-stems (for a discussion of this class, see Bugge 1889: 11; Pedersen 1905: 230- 
231 = 1982: 92-93; Meillet 1913: 50-51; 1936: 76, 82; Jahukyan 1959: 181, 184- 
186, 260-261; 1982: 120-121; E. Tumanjan 1971: 228-230; 1978: 293-302; Godel 
1975: 33, 95; 1978: 298-302; Schmitt 1981: 98; Hamp 1983: 9-10; 2001: 9-10; 
Mawet 1993; Clackson 1994: 126-127, 160-161; Olsen 1999: 163-169; Beekes 
2003: 156; Matzinger 2005: 59-64), cf. nom. cunr vs. cung-k' ‘knee’ from PIE 
*gonu- n. ‘knee’ (q.v.); further see s.vv. artawsr ‘tear’, barjr ‘high’, catr ‘laughter’, 
metr ‘honey’, tarr ‘substance’. 

Thus, Arm. asr, gen. as-u morphologically corresponds to the u-stem neuter 
forms Skt. pásu-, pasu-, OHG fihu, etc. ‘cattle’. However, the relation of this group 
with Arm. asr ‘fleece’, Gr. zokog m., zékoc n. ‘fleece’ and the verb *pek- ‘to comb, 
card’ is disputed (see Benveniste 1969, 1: 47-61 = 1973: 40-51). It is possible that 
the Armenian term is a blend of *pe/ok- ‘to comb, shear; fleece’ and *peku- n. 
‘cattle’ (see Solta 1960: 125; E. Tumanjan 1978: 299-300; Jahukyan 1982: 120), just 
like metr ‘honey’ (q.v.). Or else, we are dealing with a metonymic development 
‘fleece’ > ‘sheep’, and Arm. asr < *p(e/o)ku- ‘fleece’ is to be regarded as archaism. 
For an extensive discussion of these and related issues I refer to Clackson 1994: 
159-162. 

The Armenian vocalism has been explained from either *-o- or zero grade (for a 
discussion, see Considine 1978-79: 357; van Windekens 1980: 41-42; Greppin 1983: 
305; Peters 1986: 37853; Ravnæs 1991: 11-13; Olsen 1999: 202; Matzinger 2005: 
6059; see also the references above and those s.v. alik‘ ‘waves’). One may depart 
from a QIE PD neuter *pöku-, gen. *pok-óu-s > PArm. *ósu-r, gen. *(h)as-ii. The 
nominative would then analogically become *asu-r > asr. A similar scenario may be 
suggested also for barjr ‘high’, caér ‘laughter’, tarr ‘substance’ (see s.vv.)”. 

Recently, a connection with Toch. B yok n. ‘hair; wool’ and Skt. yasu- n. ‘pubic 
hair’ has been proposed, with a reconstruction like *ioku- or *ieh ku- n. “body hair’ 
(Stalmaszczyk/Witczak 1990: 372; Witczak 1991: 686; 1999: 184; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 252a; Adams 1999: 508-509). This etymology is morphologically attractive, 
and the loss of the inital *i- is probably correct (see 2.1.6). However, the meaning of 
the Vedic word ‘pubic hair’ is conjectural. One rather assumes something like 


?5 Less probably, the -a- may have been taken from an alternative o-stem form of asr, cf. gen. 
asr-o-y. 
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‘Same, Samenerguß’ (Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 412). On the whole, this etym- 
ology is possible, but far from evident. Besides, there are no compelling reasons to 
abandon the traditional etymology, although not everything is perfectly clear. 

The assumption of a Hittite origin of asr (see Lap‘anc‘yan 1961: 166; van 
Windekens 1980: 42; cf. Schultheiss 1961: 234) is untenable. 


atamn, an-stem: GDSg ataman, NPl atamun-k', APl atamun-s, GDPl ataman-c ', IPl 
atamam-b-k‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 201c) ‘tooth’ 
(Bible+). 
@DIAL Present in Ararat, Mus, Van-group, Salmast, etc. In the other dialects the word 
has been replaced by akray or kerik‘ [HAB 1: 286]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *h;dont- ‘tooth’: Gr. dd@v, gen. óóóvroc m., Lat. dens, 
dentis m., Skt. dán, acc. dánt-am m., Lith. dant-is, etc. Hübschmann 1877a: 405; 
1897: 422; Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 26; HAB 1: 285-286; Pokorny 1959: 289. For 
paradigms of this term in cognate languages and a morphological discussion, see 
Beekes 1995: 179; Szemerenyi 1996: 166-167; for the laryngeal, see Beekes 1986a: 
72; 1987b: 6-7; Kortlandt 1987: 63; 1989: 50; 2001: 12 = 2003: 77, 94, 132; 
Schrijver 1991: 23. 

The Armenian word has been explained in different ways: *h,dnt-m > PArm. 
*atanan > *ataman (“Anschluß an die m(a)n-Stämme und gleichzeitig Dental- 
dissimilation”) > atamn (Schindler 1975: 6132), or *odnm > *odmn > *otamn 
(Beekes 2003: 186), or *h,dnt-m > PArm. *atand(a)m > *atanm > atamn, or *Vdnt- 
mn > *atan(T)mn > atamn (see Ravnzs 1991: 95, 100). For a further discussion, see 
Polomé 1980: 27-28; Greppin 1983: 305; 1988-89: 477,; Olsen 1988-89: 481-482; 
1999: 505; Clackson 1994: 34-35, 210-2119; Viredaz 2005-07: 4-6. 

The simplest solution seems to be the one suggested already by Hübschmann and 
Scheftelowitz and accepted by Pokorny (see above; cf. also one of the alternatives 
mentioned by Ravnzs): *ata(n) + -mn, cf. kot-mn ‘side’ vs. kot ‘rib’ (q.v.); see also 
s.v. gelmn *wool, fleece’. 


atta (dial.) *mother, nummy'. 
eDIAL Akn atta ‘mother, mummy’, cf. Mu$, etc. ade, Zeyt'un áte (vocative) ‘mum, 
mother’ [Acarean 1913: 46b]. 
eETYM A nursery word, cf. Skt. atta ‘mother, older sister’ [Jahukyan 1972: 300; 
1985: 153; 1987: 113, 275]. Other comparable forms refer to ‘father, papa, daddy’: 
Hitt. attas, Gr. voc. Gr, Lat. atta, Goth. atta, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 71; 
Szemerényi 1977: 7; Schrijver 1991: 46; M. Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 195a). 

Though belonging to child language, this etymon may have existed already in 
PIE. For a discussion of this term with particular attention to gemination in child 
language see Meillet 1950: 58; Shields 1990; Szemerényi 1996: 110. 

This etymon is considered as inherited from a Proto-Nostratic corresponding 
nursery word, cf. Elam. atta ‘father’, Tamil attai f. ‘father’s sister, mother-in-law’, 
Turkish ata ‘father, ancestor’, Etruscan ati f. ‘mother’, etc. (see Shields 1990: 3324; 
Bomhard 2008, 2: 596-598). Note also Hurr. attai, Urart. ate ‘father’ [Jahukyan 
1987: 427]. 
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aracem (trans.) ‘to pasture’ (Bible+), aracim (intrans.) ‘to browse, graze’ (Bible+); 
arawt, i-stem (GDSg arawt-i in the Bible, GDPI arawr-i-c‘ in Yovhannes 
Drasxanakertc‘i /9-10" cent./) ‘pastureland’. 
eDIAL Both arac- and arawt are widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 294a, 349-350]. 
eETYM Usually linked with Gr. zpóyo ‘to gnaw, nibble (especially of herbivorous 
animals)’, zoayos m. ‘he-goat’ [Lidén 1906: 33-35; HAB 1: 293-294], perhaps also 
Toch. trask, tresk ‘to chew’ (from *trek-sk); see Frisk 2: 939. Lidén also connects 
Arm. t‘urc ‘cheek’, which is rejected by Acaryan (HAB 2: 210a), but accepted by 
Frisk (ibid.), and, with some reservation, Jahukyan (1987: 153, 197), who on p. 197 
alternatively points to Lat. turgeo ‘to swell out, become swollen or tumid’. This idea 
has been first proposed by Alayan (1974: 74) and seems most acceptable (see s.v. 
t'urc;). Atayan’s (op. cit. 25) analysis of arac-/arawt as containing the suffix -awt is 
improbable, however. Hambarjumyan (1995: 234-235; 1998: 42-45) identifies arawt 
*pastureland' (< *trag-) with a non-existent art ‘to graze; pastureland’, distinct from 
art ‘field’ (he refers to AcarLiak 3, 1957: 37, but there only aracel is mentioned), 
and *art and *arc- appearing in xaw-art and xawarci in a mysterious passage 
Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.30 (see H. Martirosyan 1996), which is untenable. 

The equation of Arm. arac- with Gr. zpoyo and zpayog would be possible if one 
assumes *freh;$- for Armenian (with a prothetic a- as in artawsr ‘tear’, q.v.; see also 
2.1.17.4), *trh;$- for zpayos, and *troh;$- for to@yw. Beekes (1973: 98) is against 
reconstructing a laryngeal in this root. According to Greppin (1983: 307), the 
etymology is “invalid phonetically since IE *tre- should yield Arm. *erd- or, 
perhaps, *ert‘-”, see also Greppin 1987: 395. This objection cannot be maintained 
because, unlike *Dr and *D'r, PIE *Tr is never metathesized, and the actual 
outcome of *trV- is Arm. *VrV-, cf. *treies > erek‘ ‘three’, etc. 

Some scholars try to separate arac-/arawt from Gr. vpoóyo. Klingenschmitt 
(1982: 153) interprets it as a compound of an unattested *ar- < *pr- (cf. ar-) and 
*háuti- *flock of sheeps, etc.' (see s.v. hawt). Olsen (1999: 92-93, 775, 811) derives 
it from PIE *srHu-d-ie/o- (cf. Lat. servo ‘to serve, preserve; to protect; to keep, 
observe; to look after, Av. hauruua- 'aufpassend', etc. Both etymologies are 
improbable, since neither the nature of *-d- nor the alternation c — wt is explained. 
Furthermore, in my view, *-di- would yield Arm. -c- rather than -c-. See 2.1.22.1 for 
more details. 

For another, highly hypothetical alternative, see s.v. oroc- ‘to chew, ruminate’. 

Whatever the etymological details, arac- and arawt cannot be separated from 
each other. An economical explanation of the alternation -c- /-wt- would treat arawt, 
an i-stem, as a deverbative noun in *-ti- based on verbal arac-. If, e.g., one accepts 
the connection with Gr. zocyco, Arm. arac- would derive from *treh2g-, while arawt 
(istem) would imply *trh2g-ti- (cf. Gr. zp@d-ıs f. ‘gnawing, biting’). This 
mechanism helps explaining many unclear cases of this and similar types; see 
2.1.22.12-13. 


arahet, i-stem: IPI arahet-i-w-k' in Yovhannés Öjnec‘i (7-8" cent.) ‘road; path’. 
Eznik Kotbac‘i (5" cent.), Yovhannés Ojnec‘i (7-8" cent.), John Chrysostom, etc. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 1: 295a) treats it as a compound of ayr ‘man’ (in oblique 
cases and in derivatives: ar-), conjunction -a- and het ‘trace’ (q.v.). Lap‘anc‘yan 
(1945: 1065, 106-107) argues against this etymology that in compounds, ayr appears 
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unchanged (which is true but not essential) and interprets the compound as “the trace 
of Aray (the god)”. The same: G. Vardumyan 1991: 97b. 

Perixanjan (1966: 27; 1993: 9, 22) notes that Acaryan's analysis is reminiscent of 
a folk-etymology and treats arahet as borrowed from unattested Iran. (MMed.) 
*arahet(i), an old compound of *rada-/radai- ‘car’ and *iti-/yati (from *ya-/i- ‘to 
go’). She points out that the Armenian word has preserved the Iranian thematic 
vowel -i in the declension. L. Hovhannisyan (1990: 262-263, 28779, 28739) mentions 
this etymology and notes that it is not clear whether arahet is of Iranian or native 
origin. 

While P‘erixanyan’s etymology is not impossible, I see no reason to abandon that 
of Acafyan. A clear typological parallel to the compound ar-a-het “path of 
men/people" is Sam$adin (Larabal-group) mart‘okoecan ‘path’ < *mard-a-kacan 
which is found in a fairy-tale (HZHek‘ 1980: 58-5) and is composed of mard ‘man’ 
and kacan ‘path’. 


arastoy (arazdoy, erastoy), APl arastoy-s, AbIPI i yarastoy-c‘; NHB 1: 338c has 
GDPI arastoy-i-c ‘, but without evidence. Prob. ‘rock, stone’. 

Occurs always as a specifier to vem ‘hard stone’. API arastoy-s is found in 
Agat‘angetos § 767 (1909=1980: 3981"; transl. Thomson 1976: 307): i glxoy lernen 
areal vems arastoys, antass, ankop's, yalt's, <...> : “From the summit of the 
mountain he took solid stones, unworked, unhewn, immense, <...>“. In Book of 
Chries: AbIPl i yarastoy-c‘ vimac‘. In Philo: arazdoy vem. Aéatyan (HAB 1: 297a) 
cites also Eznik Eréc‘ (7^ cent.) without giving the passage. 

In Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.), one finds erastoy vimök‘ [NHB 1: 
671b], with an initial e-. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 1: 297. 

I propose to interpret the word as containing the suffix -oy-k', on which cf. 
erek-oy, amöt‘-oy-k‘, bar-oy-k‘, etc. [Jahukyan 1987: 356; 1998: 30; Greppin 1975: 
122; Olsen 1999: 239-240, 511-515], and the root *arast- (*erast-) 'rib, 
mountain(-ridge)', which may be identified with Arm. erast-an-k‘ ‘buttocks’, Skt. 
prstha- n. ‘back, mountain-ridge, top’ (RV+), prsti- f. ‘rib’, etc. See s.v. erastan-k* 
for further details. That a noun meaning ‘mountain, rock, etc.’ functions as an 
attributive ‘solid, hard (rock)’ is not uncommon; cf. learn ‘mountain’ : dial. (Ararat) 
ler k'ar ‘hard stone’ [Amatuni 1912: 246a]; pal/ ‘rock, stone’ : pal pal k'arer [HAB 
4: 4a, 13a], etc. The word combination ler k‘ar is also found in the folklore of 
different regions, e.g. in Sirak, in a fairy-tale narrated by Garegin Harut'yunyan 
(migr. from Kars region) and recorded by V. Bdoyan in 1946 (HZHek* 4, 1963: 
182-183, three times). 


arat, GSg aratay ‘stork’? 

Attested only in Vardan Arewelc‘i (13th cent.), in the commentary on Psalms 
103[104].17: Boyn aragli: Simak'os (ase) ariovd aratay tun e nora “(The) nest of a 
stork: Simak‘os/Symmachos (says) ariovd aratay is his home". 

The corresponding passage of Psalms reads as follows (Rahlfs 1931: 259) : 

16 yopraoınostaı xà bAa tod medion, 
ai xéópoi tod Aıßavov, ac épütevosv. 
WË otpovvia Evvooosdoovoıv, 
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Tod Epwölod ý oikia HyEital auT@v. 

The Armenian translation: < ... >, boyn aragli apawen e noc 'a. 

Identifying ariovd with ‘the fir tree’ of the Hebrew text, A¢éaryan (HAB 1: 316b) 
interprets aratay as GSg of arat ‘stork’ (=aragli, GSg of aragil ‘stork’), although in 
1: 298a he puts a question mark and characterizes the word as uncertain. The 
declension with GDSg -ay and GDPI -ac', apart from some proper names and 
foreign words, is unknown in Armenian (see AéafLiak 3, 1957: 470-480; Jahukyan 
1959: 281-282; Weitenberg 1989: 57-58), so that aratay is puzzling (hardly a 
corruption for GPI aratac ?). According to Jahukyan (1965: 251), it points to a 
foreign origin of the word. 

In the Greek text, roð épcóio6 (GSg) disagrees with auz@v (GPI) in number. The 
Armenian translation faithfully renders the Greek text. Modern translators usually 
put both in the singular: “(as for) the stork, the junipers/firs are her/its home”; cf. 
Dahood 1970: 32; Rosenberg 1991: 395; Bratcher/Reyburn 1991: 883. This is what 
one finds in Vardan's commentary, see above. Allen (1983) makes it plural: “storks 
whose homes are the firs”. 

Aéaryan’s cautious suggestion concerning ariovd is not based on any evidence. I 
suppose there is no such a tree-name neither in Hebrew nor in Greek. The actual 
solution can be simpler. In my view, ariovd is a mere transliteration of Gr. épeóióc 
‘heron’ which in the passage under discussion, as well as in Deuteronomy, Leviticus 
and Galen, corresponds to Arm. aragil ‘stork’. In Codex Alexandrinus and in the 
commentary of Hesych of Jerusalem, the Greek word is spelled with ap- [Rahlfs 
1931: 259]. The -i- in ariovd, if not a mere corruption, might have arisen in the 
following way: Vardan also knew the variant of the Greek word with a iota 
subscriptum (-@-), which is not attested in the Septuagint though (see Frisk 1, 1960: 
572), and erroneously inserted an -i- not after, but before ov-o. 

Thus, ariovd turns out to function here in the meaning ‘stork’, and this makes the 
interpretation of arat, which is a hapax and has a strange genitive form, even more 
complex. 
eETYM The only etymological attempt known to me is that of Jahukyan (1965: 251; 
1967: 207, 305; 1987: 113), who derives the word from IE *arad- (*arod-) with 
some hesitation; cf. Gr. &pwöıog ‘heron’, Lat. ardea ‘heron’, SCr. róda ‘stork’, OIc. 
arta f. *kind of teal, garganey' (see Pokorny 1959: 68). Then he mentions araws 
*bustard' as a possibly related word, although the phonology is not quite clear to 
him. For the connection of the Greek and the Latin words, see Lap‘anc‘yan 1945: 
140 (without Armenian). 

Schrijver (1991: 65) considers the Germanic forms semantically remote. Further, 
he assumes that the Slavic word may be a loan from Latin. For a different etymology 
of Lat. ardea (= *hardea, cf. Span./Portug. garza, etc.), see Vennemann 1998: 353 jo. 
The IE forms have been compared with Turkic *örd/täk ‘duck’ [Serva&idze 1989: 
82]. For a criticism of this view, see Tatarincev 1993, 1: 122. Sometimes, Hitt. arta- 
‘a bird’ is added, too; see Puhvel HED 1-2, 1984: 175-176. Puhvel, as well as 
Greppin (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 268b) reconstruct a medial laryngeal 
(according to Puhvel, *h2), whereas Schrijver does not. Thus, the reconstruction of 
the PIE word under discussion cannot be viewed as established. According to 
Beekes (2000: 27): *clearly non-IE". 


128 araws 


If Arm. arat is indeed related, it can go back only to *A;reh;d-, since neither 
*h (e)r(ö)d- nor *h;rHd- would yield arat. In this case, one may posit *A;r(e/o)h;d-. 
If we eliminate the less reliable cognates, the geographical distribution might point 
to a Mediterranean source. 


araws ‘virgin soil’, mentioned only in *Arjern bararan", in the meaning ‘unploughed 
soil’. The verb arösanam is attested in John Chrysostom, and in homilies attributed 
to Yovhannés Mandakuni (5" cent.) or Yovhannés Mayragomec‘i (7" cent.). 
@DIAL Preserved in the dialects of Alaskert, Axalk'alak* (aros), and Baberd (haras), 
in the meaning ‘a field that is left uncultivated for 5-6 years for strengthening’ [HAB 
1: 3492]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 1: 349a. The connection with 
arawt ‘pasture-land’ (see s.v. aracem ‘to pasture’), suggested with some reservation 
by Jahukyan (1967: 184; 1972: 251), is formally problematic. 

N. Simonyan (1979: 220) suggests a connection with Gr. &povpa f. ‘tilled or 
arable land; pl. corn-lands, fields’; MIr. arbor (< *arur), NPl arbanna, Olr. gen. 
arbe (< *aruens) ‘corn’; and Arm. harawunk‘ ‘arable land’ (q.v.), an old r/n-stem 
noun based on the PIE verb *A;erh;- ‘to plough’. She derives Arm. araws from 
*araw-ns- (although the nature of Ze is not specified), with regular loss of the 
sibilant after the *-n-. As to the semantics, N. Simonyan mentions the Lithuanian 
cognate meaning 'superficially ploughed soil’. This word is not specified, but, 
certainly, armena ‘oberflächlich gepflügte Erdschicht’ (see Pokorny 1959: 62) is 
meant. According to Derksen (1996: 154), Lith. armena means 'aufgepflügte 
Schicht der Erdoberflacher’ (cf. also Armena ‘right tributary of the Némunas") and 
comprises the verbal root of arti ‘to plough’ (from the same PIE */;erh;-) and the 
suffix *-mend-. One may also point to the semantic development seen in Arm. dial. 
c 'el *uncultivated soil that has been ploughed for the first time and left for the next 
year' from c 'el- *to tear' (see HAB 4: 452-453). 

On the whole, the etymology of N. Simonyan seems probable. The origin of the 
*_s- is uncertain, however. I wonder if it can reflect the suffixal element *-k- , 
which, after *-u-, would regularly yield Arm. -s-, see s.vv. alaw(s)unk‘ ‘Pleiades’, 
boys ‘plant’, loys ‘light’. The pair araws — harawunk' matches that of *alaws : 
alawunk‘. 


arawr (Bible+), harawr (Ephrem+), o-stem ‘plough’. 

eDIAL In dialects: with an initial a-: Aslanbek, Sebastia, Ararat, Van (in the city); 
with an initial h-: Xarberd, Karin, Hamsen, AlaSkert, Mus, Zeyt‘un; as well as with 
x- (from an earlier /-) in the Van-group: Satax [M. Muradyan 1962: 193a], Moks, 
Ozim, and in the villages of Van [HAB 1: 350b; Acaryan 1952: 249; Greppin 1983: 
308]. The evidence for the h- (also attested in the literature since Ephrem) is, thus, 
quite solid. 
eETYM Since Hübschman (1897: 423%’; see also HAB 1: 350a), connected with 
Gr. Gpotpov n., Lat. aratrum, Mir. arathar, Welsh aradr, OIc. arór, Lith. árklas, 
OCS ralo, etc. 

According to Kortlandt (2003: 42, 55, 73-74), the absence of the initial h- in Arm. 
arawr (vs. harawunk‘ ‘arable land’, q.v.) points to the zero grade *A;rh;trom (also in 
Gr. &potpov; the zero grade of this type also seen in Lith. irk/as ‘oar’ from "*Arh;-), 
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whereas the variant harawr, as Lith. arklas and Lat. aratrum, adopted the e-grade of 
the verb. This is accepted by Beekes (2003 1183, 193).** Olsen (1999: 35, 765-769, 
846) disagrees with this view and reconstructs a full grade of the root. One wonders 
whether we can dismiss Celtic (from *h;erh;-tro- in Schrijver 1991: 108) and 
Germanic forms as evidence for the full grade. 

At any rate, Kortlandt’s explanation is preferable since it shows a motivated 
distribution between the Armenian forms with and without the initial h-. If harawr 
‘plough’ (with h-, the stability of which would be synchronically supported next to 
harawunk‘, q.v.) were the original form, there would be no reason for the loss of its 
initial h-, unless one assumes that araws ‘virgin soil’ (q.v.) was sufficient to cause 
such a loss. Thus, the assumption of N. Simonyan (1979: 220) about preservation of 
the PIE laryngeal in Arm. dial. *harör should be reformulated as follows: arawr 
‘plough’ is the original form, and the initial A- of the variant harawr is due to the 
influence of the unpreserved verb and harawunk‘, which indeed reflects the PIE 
laryngeal. 


*arb- aorist stem of ampem ‘to drink? (q.v.), 3pl. arb-in, etc. (Bible+); arbenam, 
3pl.aor. arb-ec -an ‘to get drunk’ (Bible), participle arbeal ‘drunk’ (arbeal ic'en = 
L£UbDovoiv in the Bible, on this and on the -e- of arbenam, see Clackson 1994: 
230207); jr-arb-i ‘irrigated’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, always with an initial h-. Most of the forms 
represent *harbim, but there are also forms that reflect *harbenam, such as Mus 
harb ‘enal, Tigranakert härp ‘enal, Zeyt'un hayb ‘inal [HAB 1: 299b]. The initial x- in 
Salmast and Marala confirm the original h-. 

Satax Carärpin ‘irrigated soil’ continues ClArm. jr-arb-i [M. Muradyan 1962: 
213b]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *sre/ob"-, *srb^- ‘to sip, drink, gulp’, cf. Gr. pogéc ‘to 
slurp, gulp’, Lat. sorbed ‘to suck up, soak up, drink up, absorb; to engulf’, Lith. 
surbiu ‘to suck’, OCS srobati, Hitt. Sarap- ‘to sip’, Iran. *hrab ‘to sip, suck in’, etc. 
(HAB 1: 299 referring to Müller; Pokorny 1959: 1001; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 636b; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 175b; Cheung 2007: 140). 

The Armenian form derives from aorist in zero grade *(e-)srb'-e/o-, see 
Hübschmann 1897: 423; Godel 1965: 27; 1975: 126; SaradZeva 1986: 139; Praust 
1996: 197-198. For an extensive discussion, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 272-273. It 
has been suggested that the dialectal *h- is a relic of the IE initial *s- (see HAB 1: 
299a; H. Muradyan 1982: 318-319; 1982a; Greppin 1982-83; Weitenberg 1986: 90- 
91). 


arbaneak, a-stem: ISg arbanek-a-w (Severian of Gabala, etc.) 'servant, assistant, 
successor’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL Preserved only in Van *arbnik ‘assistant? [HAB 1: 300a] or, more precisely, 
ärpnek ‘assistant heir son’ [Aéatyan 1952: 248], and in Satax harpane/ek ‘a child 
that is capable of assisting’ IM. Muradyan 1962: 192b, 213b]. 


4 Earlier, Beekes (1969: 140, 231) assumed a full grade. According to Lindeman (1982: 
40-41), Lat. arare and PArm. *ara- (unpreserved) may reflect an iterative in *-a- with zero 
grade in the root syllable: *h;rH-eh;-ye-. 
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eETYM Compared with Arm. orb ‘orphan’ (q.v.), Skt. arbha- ‘small, young’, OCS 
rabv m. ‘servant, slave’, rabota ‘slavery’, ORuss. robota ‘work, slavery, captivity’, 
Goth. arbaips f. ‘labour’, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 423; HAB 1: 299b; Atabekyan 
1979: 59; Greppin 1983: 308; SaradZeva 1986: 289-290; Jahukyan 1987: 141; for 
the Slavic forms, see Derksen 2008: 373). 

At first glance Arm. arbaneak looks Iranian, cf. e.g. dayeak ‘nurse, tutor’. Olsen 
1999: 373, 868 treats arbaneak as a loan from an Iranian unattested correspondence 
of Gr. ópoavóc ‘orphaned’. This is not compulsory, however. The word can easily be 
analyzed as an ak-diminutive of *arb-an-i *youth, orphan', cf. e.g. ordeak from ordi 
‘son’. As to -an-i, we can think of Arm. kus-an vs. koys ‘virgin’ and pat-ani and 
parm-ani, both ‘youth, youngster’ on the one hand, and of Gr. ópg-av-oc ‘orphaned’ 
on the other. For the structure of arbaneak note especially the synonymous 
pataneak. 

The connection with arbun-k‘ ‘vigour, maturity (of age)’ (q.v.) suggested in NHB 
1: 341c (“yarbuns haseal spasawor Zir") is worth of consideration. 


arbun-k* (mostly pl. tant.), GDPI arbun-c‘, LocPl y-arbun-s, IPl arb/m]am-b-k‘ 
*vigour, maturity (of age)’ (Movses Xorenac'i, Book of Chries, Philo, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Nilus of Ancyra, Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, etc.); sg. uninflected arbun 
(Philo, Grigor Narekac'i, Ca&oc*). 

For attestations and a philological discussion, see Weitenberg 1989a. GDPI 
arbun-c‘ instead of an expected *arban-c ‘can be compared with the inflexion of the 
adjective canr, canun-k‘, canunc ' [Weitenberg 19892: 109]. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 1: 300-301) rejects all the etymological attempts, including 
those connecting arbun-k' with Arm. arbaneak ‘servant’, orb ‘orphan’ (q.v.), Skt. 
árbha- ‘small, young’, OCS rab» m ‘servant’, etc. (on which see Mayrhofer EWAia 
1, 1992: 119-120). 

The word arbun-k has been etymologized with Goth. abrs ‘strong’ as *ab"ro- = 
*n,(e)b'ro- (Jahukyan 1982: 74; 1987: 111; cf. Weitenberg 1989a: 109-111). 
Weitenberg 1989a suggests a connection of arbun-k' with burn ‘strong, violent’ 
positing *b"örH-n- (sg.) and *b"rH-on- (pl.), respectively, belonging with the root 
*p"erH-, cf. Skt. bhar' ‘to move rapidly to and fro, hurry, quiver’, Skt. bhürni- 
‘zealous, wild’, bhurana- ‘active, quick, lively’, eopuóg ‘Verwirrung’, etc., for the 
forms, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 250. 

The etymology of burn is suggested by Jahukyan 1987: 116, 160, 234. The 
connection with OCS burja ‘storm’, etc. (SaradZeva; 1986: 41-42, 361-362122; cf. 
Jahukyan 1970: 8816) is unconvincing. 


argand, a-stem (later also o-) ‘womb’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Akn, Jula arg 'and', Ala&kert arkant (according to HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
121b, also argan; Madat'yan 1985 vacat), Agulis, T‘iflis, Samaxi ark ‘and (also with 
an initial h-, see also Batramyan 1964: 59, 189), Axalc'xa ark'ant' [HAB 1: 303a]. 
Further, Larabat árgand (Mehtisen argánd) [Davt‘yan 1966: 319]. The d-less form 
of Alaskert is also seen in another dialect of Mu&-group, namely Bulanex (the 
village of Kop*), as found in a fairy-tale recorded in Leninakan/Gyumri in 1930-36 
[HZHek‘ 10, 1967: 96-5]: im argan-en ‘from my womb’; glossed as argan: argand 
(op. cit. 604a). 
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In Larabal, one would expect *ärk‘änd, through Acaryan's Law and subsequent 
change -rg- > -rk‘-, that was probably anterior to the consonant shift (g > k) as is 
clear from the reflexes of e.g. the derivatives of ard ‘shape, order’ in Van and 
related dialects, which participate in Acaryan's Law; cf. also examples in 2.1.39.2. 
One might therefore consider árgand as being due to the literary influence. These 
thoughts may be corroborated by drk ‘dn which is found twice in a tale told in Berd 
(Sam&adin) in 1981 by Lewon Virabyan (see Xem&‘yan 2000: 144a). In this tale, a 
mare says to her foal: <...>, et kyngä [probably a misprint for kngyä ] drk‘dnamn el 
mi tla, im drk‘dnamn el mi k'urak : “<...>, in the womb of that woman (there is) also 
a boy, in my womb, too, (there is) a foal”. Next to this archaic ärk än, the literary 
argand is used in another story told in 1984 by Sumbat‘ Melik‘yan, in the very same 
village of Berd (see Xemé‘yan 2000: 169a.) 
eETYM Lidén (1906: 21; cf. Pedersen 1982 [« 1907]: 297b) derives it from IE 
*ark"-, cf. Welsh arffed ‘gremium, Schoss’, Gael. arcuinn ‘udder of a cow’. This 
etymology is accepted by Aéaryan (HAB 1: 303a), who also adds argahatem ‘to 
pity, to feel sorry (for) as composed of *arg- ‘belly, intestines’ and hat- ‘to cut’, 
and, with some reservation, by Jahukyan (1987: 113, 159, and, for the suffix, 240). 
Earlier, as well as later, Jahukyan (1982: 71; 1983: 90; 1990: 5) connected *arg- 
with Gr. dpva ‘intestine’, restoring *(o)rwnt-. 

Pedersen (1949: 1-2) proposed a connection with the Slavic *grode ‘breast’: 
Russ. grud’, etc., adducing parallels for the semantic relation between ‘belly; womb’ 
and ‘breast’ such as Fr. sein, etc. A protoform like *g""r(V)nd"- could indeed yield 
Arm. argand or, perhaps better, *ergand (see below). This etymology has been 
fairly popular, cf. Solta 1960: 406-407; Godel 1975: 75, 79; Hanneyan 1979: 183; 
Hamp 1983: 7 (conflation with *g’roud"- ‘flesh’); Olsen 1999: 189; Beekes apud 
Kortlandt 2003: 207. For various attempts to add more cognates, see Mann 1963: 
122-123, 142; Toporov, PrJaz 2 (E-N), 1979: 286. As pointed out by Greppin (1983: 
309), cognates like Gr. Bpévdoc ‘arrogance’ and Lat. grandis ‘great’ (see Pokorny 
1959: 485) make Pedersen's etymology problematic since *e"ra- would yield Arm. 
*erka-. However, the Greek and Latin words are semantically remote. In 
EtimSlovSlavJaz 7, 1980: 149, the connection of the Slavic word with Arm. argand, 
Gr. Bpevdog and others is rejected on semantic grounds. 

The “prothetic” vowel a- of Arm. argand is also unclear. Although Pedersen 
adduces the example of artasu-k' ‘tears’, erkan-k' ‘millstone’ seems to be a strong 
counter-example, since erkan and argand are both disyllabic, with an -a- as the root 
vowel, and the protoform of erkan and the alleged protoform of argand both contain 
a labiovelar stop. Thus, one wonders why we have argand and not *ergand (see also 
2.1.17). 

The most recent etymological proposal known to me is that of Witczak (1999: 
183), who compares argand with Hitt. sarhuwant- c./n. ‘uterus, placenta’ < IE 
*srHu-wnt-h;, literally ‘full of sausages’, cf. Gr. dpva ‘sausage’ (or ‘intestine’). [As 
far as Greek is concerned, this etymology in fact coincides with that of Jahukyan, 
which he seems to have abandoned later (see above)]. However, *-rHu- would yield 
*_araw-, cf. haraw and harawun-k‘ (q.v.); see 2.1.20; cf. also Arm. orovayn. 

I conclude that the etymology of argand remains uncertain. I here present some 
thoughts in favour of *-nt- rather than *-nd"-. 


IER argat 


How to explain the loss of the final -d in Sam&adin ärk‘än? One might think that 
this is due to the final weakening as a result of the accent retraction. According to 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 121b, however, a t-less variant argan is also found in 
Alaskert, where we do not have a penultimate accent. Alternatively, *argan is the 
archaic nominative with the loss of the final *-t in auslaut: NSg *argan, obl. and pl. 
*argandV-, cf. salam vs. GDP1 salamb-a-c‘ ‘francolin’ (q.v.). It is tempting to 
reconstruct NColl. *-nt-h;, obl. *-nt-eh;-, which would explain both the a-stem and 
the loss of the *-t- in the nominative. For *-ntH > Arm. -n, cf. hun and -sun. Olsen 
(1999: 189), too, although with reservations, assumes a collective *-eh;. For *-nt-h;, 
compare the solution of Witczak (1999: 183) above. 


argat 'superfluous branches cut off from vine and used for kindling’. 

MidArm. word according to Norayr. MijHayBar vacat. In Bargirk! hayoc‘ it 
glosses ur ‘branch’: ur - cit kam argat [Amalyan 1975: 261^ 9*9]. 

In DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1060c: argat * ur hateal yort'oy; ciwl yateal; yot. 

@DIAL Preserved only in the dialect of Ararat [HAB 1: 304a], according to Amatuni 
(1912: 75a), also in Mus: ark'at, ark'ad, and used by modern Armenian writers Peré 
ProSyan (1883-1918) and Step‘an Zoryan (1889-1967), born in Aštarak and 
Larak‘ilisa (later called Kirovakan, nowadays Vanajor), respectively 
[HayLezBrbBarl, 2001: 137]. For these and some other textual illustrations, see 
Amatuni 1912: 75a. Further : Vaxt‘ang Ananyan (the village of Potosk‘ilisa, Dilijan) 
(see HayKendAsx 3, 1965: 432); Xazak Gyulnazaryan (1984: 85), all of them being 
native speakers of the Ararat dialect. For K‘anak‘et ark'ad, see G. D. Asatryan 
1990: 54. 

eETYM No etymology in HAB 1: 304a. 

Lap'anc'yan (1961: 166) connects Hitt. ark- ‘to cut off, divide’, treating -at as a 
suffix seen in arm-at ‘root’, etc. Given that the Hittite verb is glossed nowadays as 
*(Land) zerteilen, aufteilen’ rather than ‘to cut off, divide’, Greppin (1981a: 496) 
considers the etymology unconvincing. 

A. A. Abrahamyan (1958: 63-64) interprets argat as *arg- (cf. z-arg-anam ‘to 
grow, improve’ + -at < -(h)at ‘cut’), basically something like ‘removed from 
growth’; cf. ken-at ‘that which cuts the life’. 

Alayan (1974: 30-31) derives argat from PIE *ureh;d- “branch; root’, cf. Gr. 
päötE ‘branch’, Lat. radix ‘root’, ramus ‘branch’, MWelsh gwreid < *urhzd-io- 
‘roots’, Olc. röt, Goth. waurts ‘root’, Alb. rrénj/é, -a (Tosk.), rra(n)jé (Gheg.) ‘root’ 
[Demiraj 1997: 350-351], Toch. B witsako (if from *urdi-k-eh;-, see Mallory/Adams 
1997: 80; Adams 1999: 604-605), etc. For a discussion of Olr. frén ‘root’, Welsh 
gwrysg ‘branches’, Gr. páóouvog ‘twig’ and others, see especially Schrijver 1991: 
182-183; 1995: 173-175. 

This etymology is the most probable one, although the evidence for *urV- > Arm. 
*VrgV- is scanty and inconclusive; see also Jahukyan 1978: 135; 1982: 71; 1987: 
156, 199, 263. However, it is almost never cited by scholars outside Armenia, except 
for Greppin 1983: 309, with some reservations (putting the entry between brackets). 
Discussing Arm. armat (next to armn) ‘root’, Olsen (1999: 335-337, 368-369, 
496-497) suggests a contamination with *ureh;d- not mentioning Arm. argat. 

The prothetic vowel a- in argat is remarkable since it is the expected variant in 
Eastern dialects vs. e- in Classical Armenian and in the majority of the dialects, cf. 
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PIE *g"r(e)h;-n- > erkan *hand-mill (Bible+; widespread in the dialects) : EArm. 
(Agulis, Larabal, Julia, etc.; but Ararat itself has e-); see Alayan 1965. See also 
2.1.17.4. 

Possibly a Mediterranean-European substratum word. 


argel, uninflected [Greppin 1983: 309 gives -i, -oy, probably by mistake] ‘hindrance, 
obstacle’ (Agat'angelos, John Chrysostom, etc.), ‘ward, prison’ (Revelation 18.2, 
rendering Gr. gvAaxn “watching, guarding; ward, prison’); more frequent with verbs 
such as arnem ‘to make’, linim ‘to be’, tam ‘to give’, etc. (Bible+); argelum ‘to 
forbid, hinder, etc.’ (Bible+), argelem ‘id.’ (John Chrysostom, Paterica, etc.), argilel 
‘id.’ (Paterica), argelanim ‘to be obstacled, hindered, held’ (Bible+), etc. Dial. “arg, 
see below. 
eDIAL The verb *arge/il-el has been preserved in Sué‘ava, Sebastia, Tigranakert, 
Alaskert, Ozim, Ararat, Samaxi. In Akn, the meaning is ‘to imprison’. The noun 
ark ‘el is found in Sué‘ava [HAB 1: 305a]. Western dialects have *argil-, which is 
reminiscent of argilel, attested in Paterica and considered a dialectal spelling form 
[NHB 1: 345a]. 

Amongst the dialects of the Van-group, Aéaryan (1952: 248) only records Ozim 
arg 'ilil. M. Muradyan 1962: vacat (on Satax). In my view, we do find a relic of the 
word in Moks sarák'Ik? '3anepxanuue Moun’ (= ‘retention of the urine’); e.g. 
Sarük Ik? ə ‘y Hero samepoxauue Moun’ (see Orbeli 2002: 302), which must be 
interpreted as *sr-a(r)gil-k‘ = Ser ‘urine’ + argel-k‘, with loss of -r- (2.1.33.3) and 
with a regular reflex of Acaryan's Law (2.1.39.2). 

The root *arg is found in dial. bk -arg recorded in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1061a 
and interpreted (ibid.) as argeleal i bk'oy ‘held/ hindered by snow-storm’. This 
compound is present in Ararat, Nor Bayazet [Aéarean 1913: 212b; HAB 1: 304b], 
according to Amatuni (1912: 121b), also in Mus. Amatuni (ibid.) further records 
Ararat, Mus bk -argel ‘id.’. 
eETYM Since long, connected with Lat. arceo ‘to keep off, prevent; to protect’ 
(NHB 1: 344a, etc.), Gr. åpkéw ‘to ward off, keep off; to defend; to suffice’, &pxoc 
n. ‘defence’, OHG rigil ‘bolt’, Lith. räktas ‘key’, Hitt. har(k)-” ‘to hold, have, keep’, 
etc. [Osthoff 1898: 54-64, 65; HAB 1: 304-305; Pokorny 1959: 66; Jahukyan 1967b: 
69; 1987: 113; Klingenschmitt 1982: 236-238]. On Hittite, see Kloekhorst 2008 s.v. 

Acafyan (HAB 1: 304b) treats -el as a suffix comparable to A Greppin (1975: 
79; 1983: 309) compares Lat. arcula ‘small box, casket’. Jahukyan (1987: 113) 
reconstructs *arkelo-, directly comparing the suffix seen in OHG rigil ‘bolt’, etc. 
However, the appurtenance of the Germanic forms (as well as the Hittite, Baltic, etc. 
ones) is not universally accepted; see Hübschmann 1897: 423 (mentions only the 
Greek and Latin cognates); Klingenschmitt, ibid.; Mallory/Adams 1997: 270b; 
Schrijver 1991: 66-67. It is often assumed that Arm. arg-el has been created on the 
model of awelum ‘to add, increase’ [Klingenschmitt 1982: 235-238; Viredaz 2005: 
94], but we may rather compare -el found in ayc -el- ‘visit’ and vay-el ‘proper’, 
vayel-em ‘to enjoy’ (see s.vv.). 

Kortlandt (1983: 12; 1986: 42 — 2003: 42, 71; see also Beekes 2003: 183, 188) 
explains Arm. arg- (without an initial h-) from *h;rk- with Greek and Latin, 
contrasting with *h;rek-|- seen in German Riegel ‘bolt’, cf. Lith. raktas ‘key’. On 
Germanic, see Lindeman 2003. For a discussion of the zero grade form *A;rk- with 
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respect to Greek and Latin, see Schrijver 1991: 66-67; cf., however, Lindeman 2003: 
96-972. 

Kortlandt (1975: 44 = 2003: 11; see also Beekes 2003: 177) explains the absence 
of palatalization of the velar by the analogy of a noun, cognate with Gr. donc, Arm. 
dial. *arg may corroborate this assumption. Alternatively, -e/- may be relatively 
recent (cf. ayc -el- and vay-el- above). 


Ones 


ard,, u-stem ‘shape, order’; *ard(i), ea-stem ‘work’: ardea-w-k' ‘indeed’ (instru- 
mental); ardiwn-k*, APl ardiwn-s, GDPl ardean-c‘, IPL ardeam-b-k' ‘deed, work; 
(earth) products’ (on which see Olsen 1999: 490) [cf. dial. *ard(i)umn ‘earth goods, 
harvest], ardeamb ‘indeed’ (instrumental). 

All the forms: Bible+. Numerous old derivatives [HAB 1: 306-307], such as z-ard 
‘ornament’, ard-ar ‘righteous’, z-ard-ar-em ‘to adorn’, etc. Note ardak ‘flat (adj.)’ 
Philo+, which formally coincides with dial. adverbial *ardak from the 
etymologically related ard; ‘(just) now’ (q.v.). The u-declension of ard (Eznik, 5" 
cent.) is corroborated by z-ard ‘ornament’, which is a u-stem, too. 
eDIAL The forms ardar and zardar- are widespread in the dialects. In some of them 
(Larabat ärt‘är [Davt‘yan 1966: 319], Van ärtär [Acatyan 1952: 248], etc.; Van, 
Moks, Satax zärtär- [Acatyan 1952: 259; M. Muradyan 1962: 195b], etc.; cf. 
Larabat zart ‘är- [Davt‘yan 1966: 350]) we can discern the effect of Acaryan's Law 
in inlaut with subsequent assimilation: ardar > *artär > ärtär. Interestingly, Moks 
and Satax (see Aéaryan 1952: 248; M. Muradyan 1962: 192b) did not share the 
assimilation with Van, having preserved the intermediate form *artar. The form is 
also corroborated by the genuine data of Orbeli (2002: 208) collected in the Moks 
area in 1911-1912. See also 2.1.39.2. 

Aéaryan does not cite dialectal forms for ard and other derivatives. According to 
Davt‘yan (1966: 319), here belongs Larabat, Hadrut' ärt/däk ‘completely’. 
Margaryan (1975: 315b) glosses ardak as Goris drt ‘dk not specifying the semantics. 
In Larabat there is taeten-drt ‘äk ‘completely’ (see HZHek* 7, 1979: 736b). The same 
expression is found in Metri, in a different meaning: tefan ärdäk ‘immediately, on 
the spot’ (see Alayan 1954: 292); see ard». Their possible synchronic identity (or 
contamination?) may be seen in Samáadin/Dilijan drt‘(n)dk ‘completely; 
immediately’ (see Mezunc* 1989: 201b). 

The form ardiwn-k' has been preserved in Tarente *ardiwnk' gal ‘to serve to 
something, be of use, be useful’ [Acarean 1913: 145b; HAB 1: 309b]. Ararat ardum 
‘earth goods, harvest’ (see HAB 1: 309b) points to *ard(i)umn. For -wn : -mn, see 
2.1.22.11. 
eETYM From PIE "/rr-tu- and *h;r-ti- based on Sher ‘to fix, put together’: Skt. 
rtu- “correct time; order’; Gr. áprüg ‘obvtaéic’ (Hes.), dom ‘to equip, prepare’; 
Lat. artus ‘joint, limb’ [Hübschmann 1897: 423"; HAB 1: 307-308; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 362b; 410]. For other alleged cognates, see Van Windekens 
1980: 41. Arm. *ard(i) ‘work’ seems to go parallel with Lat. ars, GSg artis ‘art, 
manner’. On Arm. ard-ar ‘righteous’ (cf. Skt. rta- ‘truthful; (world-)order’), see 
Hübschmann 1897: 423-424". Olsen (1999: 33833, 868) assumes that ard-ar more 
probably is “a loanword from a Mir. counterpart of Av. aradra- ‘getreu, 
zuverlässig’”, which seems unnecessary. Besides, I wonder if an Iran. -dr- would not 
develop into ir > -hr-. For another attempt to interpret Arm. ardar as an Iranian 
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loan (from *arta-öa-), see Considine 1979: 226,2 (although with a sceptical 
conclusion). 

The absence of the initial h- may be due to zero grade seen in various *-t- 
formations from *hzer- ‘to fix, put together’ (see Schrijver 1991: 68). 

Arm. ardiwn-k‘, GDPl ardeanc‘ ‘(agricultural) products; deed’ may be seen in 
the place-name Ardean-k‘ (q.v.). 


ard, ‘(just) now’ (Bible+). Also ardi ‘now (adv.); nowaday (adj.)’ (Bible+), ard-a-cin 
‘new-born’ (Cyril of Alexandria), etc. 
@DIAL No dialectal records in HAB 1: 309a. 

Here, in my view, may belong Metri particle of time ärdäk, cf. telon ärdäk 
‘immediately, on the spot’ (see Alayan 1954: 292); Karéewan ärdäk’ ‘immediately’ 
(see H. Muradyan 1960: 210a). Both forms are represented only in glossaries of 
purely dialectal words. They may reflect *ard-ak; for the adverbial suffix cf. he/em 
‘now’ — dial. (Polis, Akn, Sebastia) *himak [HAB 3: 78b; Aéaryan 1941: 179; 
Gabikean 1952: 341]. Thus, it may be identical with ardak ‘flat (adj.)’ from ard), 
since the latter is etymologically related to ard». For the semantics, cf. Germ. eben 
‘flat’ and ‘just now’. The Metri expression telon ärdäk ‘immediately, on the spot’ is 
also found in Larabal in a different meaning: faeten-ärt‘äk ‘completely’ (see 
HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 736b); see ardı. 

H. Muradyan (1960: 16, 190a; see also 219b) glosses ardi as Karéewan härdä, 
not specifying the semantics. This is identical with Metri harda ‘now’ (see Alayan 
1954: 313, in the glossary of dialectal words). Note also Ares ärt‘ä ‘early’ [Lusenc‘ 
1982: 199a]. If Karéewan A- does reflect Class. y- (see H. Muradyan 1960: 62-63), 
we can reconstruct *y-ard-ay; cf. i ver-ay ‘on, above’. For the adverbial -a(y) 
compare also him-ay ‘now’; (h)ap-a ‘then, (immediately) afterwards’. Note the 
parallelism him-ay, *him-ak and *ard-ay, *ard-ak. 

In a Larabat fairy-tale recorded by Arak'el Bahat'ryan in 1860 (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 
699^): semk ‘in ärt‘äk nstac “seated upright on a threshold". 
eETYM Since NHB (1: 345c, 349a), compared with Gr. dpt ‘just now’, etc. 
[Hübschmann 1897: 423*5!: HAB 1: 309a]. From IE *h,(e)rti : Gr. äprı ‘just now’; 
Lith. arti ‘near’ (referring to proximity of space rather than time). Probably, an 
ancient locative formation from the root Sher ‘to fix, put together’ (see arnem, 
ard) with the original meaning ‘fittingly’. For a discussion, I refer to C. Arutjunjan 
1983: 271 and especially to Clackson 1994: 103-104 and, on Lithuanian, 2239. 

The absence of the initial h- may be due to zero grade possibly seen in ardi < 
*ardiyoh < *h»rtiios : Gr. &puogc ‘suitable; ready’ (see also Olsen 1999: 435) and in 
derivatives. If we are dealing with the suffix *-ti- rather than with an i-locative from 
*h er-t-, than the problem becomes easier since derivatives in *-ti- generally have a 
zero grade root. Also other *-t- formations from *h er- ‘to fix, put together’ show 
zero grade in the root [Schrijver 1991: 68]. The compound ard-a-cin (hapax) that 1s 
frequently cited as a match to Gr. dprıyevng ‘new-born’, can be a calque from Greek. 


*areg- ` *areg-i, old genitive of arew ‘sun’ (q.v.) reflected in: Areg k‘atak‘ ‘the city of 
the Sun’ attested a few times in the Bible rendering Gr "HAfov zóAic, e.g. Genesis 
41.45, 50 [Zeyt'unyan 1985: 345, 346]: krmi Areg k'alak'i : iepewg 'HAiov nóAeoc; 
areg, gen. aregi ‘the 8th month’ (Bible+); areg ‘eastern’ (Agat'angelos, Grigor 
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Narekac‘i); areg-akn, an-stem: GDPl aregakan, AblSg y-aregakan-e, ISg 
aregakamb (Bible+), NPl aregakun-k‘ (epic song of Vahagn apud Movses Xorenac‘i 
1.31 [1913=1991: 86L4], Eznik Kotbac‘i, etc.; later AblSg y-aregakn-e in Grigor 
Narekac‘i 38, 10-11th cent. (Xa¢‘atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 403L45) ‘sun’ (Bible+); a 
number of derivatives based on areg-, areg-n-a-, aregakn-a-. 

For the attestations and a philological discussion, see NHB 1: 351-352; 
Astuacaturean 1895: 214-216; HAB 1: 310-311; Benveniste 1965; Eichner 1972; 
Clackson 1994: 22819; Olsen 1999: 675,4. The compound areg-akn literally means 
‘eye of the sun’ (rather than ‘sun-spring’), cf. p'ayl-akn ‘lightning’, etc. For a 
philological discussion of the pattern ‘eye of the sun’, see 3.2 and s.v. akn ‘eye’. 

Note the denominative verb y-arag-em *to expose to the sun' (2 Kings, Cyril of 
Alexandria, Grigor Astuacaban, etc.) rendering Gr. &ö-nAıalo ‘hang in the sun’ in 2 
Kings 21.6, 9, 13; for the vocalism, see below. 
eDIAL The forms arew and areg-akn are ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 313a]. 
The simplex areg has been preserved in Nor Bayazet areg! interjection of 
astonishment [HAB 1: 312b]. 

There are a few derivatives, e.g. Trapizon, Arabkir, Akn, Dersim, Xotorjur, 
Kesaria *areg-i ‘sunny place, sunny side or slope’ (see Gabrielean 1912: 242; 
Aéarean 1913: 146a; Balramyan 1960: 73b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 122a). 
eETYM Arm. arew/g- ‘sun’ derives from IE *hzreu-i-: Skt. ravi- m. ‘sun, sun-god’ 
(Upanisad+), ravi-putra- m. ‘son of the Sun’ (Käthaka-Brähmana); according to 
Eichner 1978, here belongs also Hitt. haru(ua)nae-” ‘to become bright, get light, 
dawn'. The phonological alternation -w vs. -g- seen in Arm. arew vs. gen. areg- is 
comparable to kog-i ‘butter’ vs. kov ‘cow’ (q.v.). In view of the contrast with erek 
‘evening’ < *h,reg"os-, the initial a- of arew/g- points to */;-. This is corroborated 
by Hittite h-. 

For an etymological discussion, see Meillet 1894: 164, 1642; Hübschmann 1897: 
424; Grammont 1918: 225; HAB 1: 311-313 with older references; Scherer 1953: 
51-52; Benveniste 1965; Schmitt 1967: 259; 1972-74: 23; Godel 1975: 83; Kortlandt 
1976: 93; 1987: 62; 1993: 9-11 = 2003: 3, 76, 102-103; Greppin 1983: 311-312; 
Jahukyan 1987: 108; 1992: 18-19; Ravnas 1991: 17, 76-77; Clackson 1994: 127, 
140, 228190; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 440; Olsen 1999: 675-676; Witczak 1999: 
182-183; Beekes 2003: 164, 211; Kloekhorst 2006: 85; 2008: 317; Cheung 2007: 
192. 

In view of the -i of Sanskrit ravi-, Arm. arew, u-stem ‘sun’ and gen. areg < *areg- 
i- may be interpreted as reflecting an old HD i-stem: nom. "A;réu-oi- > PArm. 
*arew-u(y) , gen. *h;r(e)w-i-ós (rather than *h;reu-os, as is frequently assumed) > 
PArm. *areg-i- (see the attractive analysis in Olsen 1999: 109-110). Note, on the 
other hand, that Armenian words ending in -w mostly belong to the u-declension 
(Jahukyan 1959: 253; for a discussion, see also E. Tumanjan 1978: 227-236; Olsen 
1999: 109-110). Some scholars (Solta 1960: 407-408; Xaéc'aturova 1979: 353, cf. 
36062) ascribe a sacral function to the u-declension. 

The assumption that Arm. arew has been borrowed from Aryan in the 
middle of 2" millennium BC (Porzig 1954: 162 = 1964: 239-240; Xacaturova 1973: 
198; 1979: 353-356) is untenable since: 1) at that period the development PIE *e > 
Aryan a had already taken place, as is seen in Mitanni panza ‘five’; 2) arew belongs 
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with other poetic words that are culturally and/or semantically associated with each 
other and are all Armeno-Indo-Aryan (or Armeno-Graeco-Aryan) correspondences, 
and some of them clearly preclude the loan theory: arcui ‘eagle’, ji ‘horse’, c'in 
‘kite’, etc. For the association between ‘bird, eagle’, ‘horse’ and ‘sun’ in the poetic 
language, cf. e.g. Skt. patangd- adj. ‘flying’, m. ‘bird; flying horse; sun’ (RV+, see 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 72-73). 

Arm. arew probably reflects an IE or Armeno-Aryan poetically or sacrally 
marked designation of ‘sun’ replacing the PIE unmarked profane word for ‘sun’, 
*seh;ul-. This is reminiscent of the case of Arm. ji vs. Skt. háya- (see s.vv. es 
‘donkey’, ji ‘horse’, and 3.12). 

The assumption that Larabat rek‘nak is an archaic reflex of the IE proto-form 
allegedly with an initial *r- (Ervandyan 2007: 26) is untenable. First, the IE root is 
now reconstructed as *A;reu-i- rather than *reu-i-. Second, aregakn is reflected in 
Larabat mostly as irík'nak, Príhynak, arék‘nak, arihynak [Davt'yan 1966: 319]. 
Third, the reduction of the initial pretonic syllable of polysyllabic words is regular 
(see 2.1.33.2). On dial. *are/ag-oj-, see 2.2.1.5. 

The vocalism of y-arag-em ‘to expose to the sun’ (Bible+, rendering Gr. &- 
nhidcwm in 2 Kings 21.6, 9, 13) is remarkable. We may think of an o-grade 
denominative verb of the IE type of *uosn-eie- ‘to buy, sell’: Gr. @veouaı and Skt. 
vasnayati, from *uesno- ‘price’: Skt. vasná-, Lat. venum, Arm. gin ‘price’, cf. also 
*uo$"-eie- from *uog"o- ‘carrying’ (on this pattern, see Beekes 1995: 229-230; 
Szemerényi 1996: 300; and especially Klingenschmitt 1982: 141-143); thus *Hrou- 
eie- ‘to expose to the sun’ > PArm. *arow-eye-mi > *arowemi (through contraction 
*-eye- > -e- as in PIE *treies > erek‘ ‘three’) > y-aragem (pretonic *-o- in open 
syllable > -a-). As to the semantic relation, cf. Akn *arewel ‘to expose to the sun 
(said of clothes and fruits to be dried)’ (Gabrielean 1912: 242), which clearly derives 
from arew ‘sun’. 


Culturological excursus 

We saw that Arm. arew/g- and Skt. ravi m. ‘sun, sun-god' have been inherited 
from the IE or Armeno-Aryan poetic language. Arm. Areg 'Sun-god' is indirectly 
reflected not only in the month-name Areg (cf. MPers. Mihr ‘Mithra; sun; 7^ 
month’, MacKenzie 1971: 56), but also in Nor Bayazet areg! interjection of 
astonishment, which betrays the deified *arew/g- ‘god’ or theonym Arew/g ‘Sun- 
god’, compare also Akn *arew! an oath-exclamation [Gabriélean 1912: 242], and an 
oath formula from Larabat (Laziyan 1983: 165b.-5: en irk‘ynaka “(may) that sun 
(witness for me)”. Further note aregag < aregakn in a T‘iflis version of this type of 
formulae (Tér-Atek‘sandrean 1885: 198"), 

Most explicit is the following folk prayer from Larabak Astco c‘ncuin tvac 
arignak, <...>, im eress k‘o otand take, du im xoxek's pahes : “O! du göttlich 
strahlende Sonne! <...>. Dein Fuss ruhe auf meinem Antlitz! Bewahre meine 
Kinder” (Lalayan 2, 1988: 173, first published in 1897, transl. Abeghian 1899: 43 = 
Abetyan 1975: 42). Compare a poetic association of arew ‘sun’ with ‘golden sieve’ 
in the Ascension Day folk-songs of the type jangyulum from Larabat (Grigoryan- 
Spandaryan 1971: 165, Nrs. 998 and 999): Kydrmiir arev, vaeski mat “Red sun — 
golden sieve”; Lüs nan arew vaeskomat “Light and golden-sieve(d) sun”. 
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For further evidence from folklore supporting the veneration of Arew and Aregak, 
see Vardumyan/T‘oxat‘yan 2004: 90. 


arew, u-stem: GDPI arew-u ‘sun; sunlight; life’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 313a]. 
eETYM See s.v. *areg ‘sun’. 


ariwn, an-stem: GDSg arean, AblSg y-aren-e, ISg aream-b, GDPl arean-c' ‘blood’ 
(Bible+). Note ariwn xatotoy ‘wine’, lit. “blood of grapes’ (Bible), ariwn ort'oy 
‘wine’, lit. ‘blood of vine’ (Ephrem). In compounds: ariwn-, arean-, and aren-. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 317b]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. gap (also eiap, ñap) n. ‘blood’, Skt. ásrj- n., NSg dert 
(RV+), GSg asn-ás (AV+) ‘blood’, etc. by TérviSean and, independently, Bugge 
(1889: 24), who compares garun ‘spring’ (q.v.) for the loss of the medial *-s-. The 
following development has been assumed: *esar- > *ehar- > *ear- > *ar- 
[Hübschmann 1899: 44; HAB 1: 317a] or *esar- > *ehar- > *ahar- > *ar- 
[Jahukyan 1990a: 11]. See also Kortlandt 1996a: 57 = 2003: 118; Olsen 1999: 
490-491. Later, Kortlandt (2001 = 2003: 131-132; see also Beekes 2003: 160) 
assumes vocalization of the medial laryngeal: *esHr > *esar > *ar-. Therefore, as he 
points out, the epenthetic vowel in *wesar ‘spring’ must be of analogical origin. 
Obviously, the influence of asun ‘autumn’ is meant here. This is quite possible since 
the names of seasons often influence each other, cf. amarn ‘summer’ and jmern 
‘winter’. 

Jahukyan (ibid.) alternatively suggests *asr- (if, as he points out, Gr. jap is an 
ancient form), and, for the word for ‘spring’, *wosr-, with the shwa secundum *o. 
Hitt. &har n., GSg ishanäs, points to *h;esh;r. What Jahukyan in fact seems to 
suggest, is *h,shzr, although such a form is not found elsewhere. Lat. asser cannot 
be used as evidence for *h;s- (see Schrijver 1991: 29). But the Armenian form 
contains a suffix, and a derivational basis with zero grade is not excluded. Kortlandt 
(2001: 12 = 2003: 132) rejects *ahar- > *ar- because vocalized *h)- yielded Arm. 
e-. For an extensive discussion, see Viredaz 2000. 

In order to explain the suffix -iwn here, Olsen (1999: 491) suggests a 
contamination of *-r- and *-n-stem forms from the original heteroclitic paradigm, 
and a contamination with an almost synonymous root *kreuh;-, cf. Gr. xpéat-og < 
*kreuhnt-. 

The best solution seems to be: *h;esh; > *ehar > *ar- + -iwn, although the 
function/origin of the suffix is unclear. 

For a thorough discussion on Arm. ariwn *blood', see now Clackson 1999-2000. 


arcat‘, o-stem: GDSg arcat ‘-o-y, ISg arcat ‘-o-v (rich evidence in the Bible) ‘silver; 
silver ware; money; wealth’; arcat‘-i ‘silvery’; both forms, as well as a number of 
derivatives, are abundantly attested in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 220-222) 
onwards (NHB 1: 360-361). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 318b]. 
eETYM Since long (Awgerean apud HAB 1: 318a; Klaproth 1831: 105a; NHB 1: 
360c; de Lagarde 1854: age etc.), connected with the PIE word for ‘silver’: Lat. 
argentum n. ‘silver’, Skt. rajatá- ‘silver-coloured, shining white, made of silver’, n. 
‘silver’ (AV+), YAv. arazata- n., OPers. ardata- ‘silver’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 
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424; HAB 1: 317-318; Pokorny 1959: 64; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 713 = 1995, 
1: 617; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 425-426; Mallory/Adams 1997: 518b. 

The cognate forms point to a PIE *hzrg-nt-o- (see Schrijver 1991: 67-68 and 
references above), which would yield Arm. *arcant > *arcan(d). Therefore, Ch. de 
Lamberterie (1978: 245-246; see also Clackson 1994: 22936; Olsen 1999: 868) 
explains arcat‘ ‘silver’ from Iran. > *ardzata- in the same way as arcui 'eagle', q.v. 
(consonant shift as in partez ‘garden’). Viredaz (2005: 8954) derives arcat‘ “from 
*arcatta of a substrate language". 

The aspirated -t‘ coincides with the reflex of PIE Sr and points to a rather old 
period. One might also think of the influence of erkat‘ ‘iron’ (Hübschmann 1897: 
424; HAB 1: 318b; Schmitt 1981: 75), although the etymology of this word is not 
entirely clear. To conclude, there are two solutions, which seem to be equally 
probable: 1) the PIE word for ‘silver’ yielded PArm. *arcant-, which became arcat‘ 
under the influence of erkat‘ ‘iron’; 2) arcat‘ is a very old Aryan (3-2 millennium 
BC) or an old Iranian (first half of the 1* millennium BC) borrowing. 


arcui, ea-stem: GDSg arcu-o-y, NPI arcui-k‘, API arcui-s, GDPl arcue-a-c ' (Bible*) ‘eagle’. 

For attestations, see NHB s.v. and Greppin 1978: 43-48. Later: arciw, a few times 
in the Alexander Romance, see H. Simonyan 1989: 94" (a late kafa-poem), 348 
(twice), 428! (the earliest edition); also MidArm. (see Greppin 1978: 46, 48; 
MijHayBar 1, 1987: 93a). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, reflecting *arciw [HAB 1: 320b]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE ";réipió-: Skt. rjipya- ‘epithet of an eagle, Maruts, 
racehorse, arrow’, m. ‘eagle’, YAv. erezifiio.parana- adj. ‘having eagle-feathers’, 
MPers. "wf ‘eagle’ (= phonetically /aluf/), aluh ‘eagle’, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 
424-425; Pedersen 1924: 224b = 1982: 307b; HAB 1: 320; Schmitt 1967: 259; 1970; 
1971: 178-179; Ivanov 1974: 137; Greppin 1978: 48; Xaé‘aturova 1979: 356-358; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 250-251; Balles 1997: 148-159; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
173a, 191a, 194a, 469b). 

Godel (1975: 76) treats arcui as a by-form of the original arciw. Arguing against 
this point of view, de Lamberterie (1978: 251,,) considers arciw to be analogical 
from gen. arcuoy after t'iv : gen. t‘woy ‘number’, etc. 

For an extensive discussion, see de Lamberterie 1978: 251-262, regarding Arm. 
arcui as an old Iranian borrowing (see s.v. arcat' ‘silver’); see also Mawet 1983: 
182, 189,5 with lit. 

Georgian arciv- is borrowed from Armenian [HAB 1: 320b; Diakonoff 1971: 82; 
Klimov 1993: 35]; according to Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 45: from Armenian or 
Urartian. 

Arm. arcui has also been borrowed into Urartian Arsibini (name of a horse), as 
well as theonym Arsibedini, the component *di- of which is taken as borrowed from 
Arm. di-k‘ ‘god’ (Jahukyan 1963: 133; 1967: 3286); 1976: 109; 1985a: 369; 1986a: 
49, 50, 54, etc.; see also A. Petrosyan 2002: 67241; Ritter 2006: 414-415). One would 
like to corroborate this theory “par d'autres bons exemples" (de Lamberterie 1978: 
260). Another possible example of such borrowings may be Urart. sa ‘(inland) sea’ 
(see below). 

On the other hand, Arm. arcui has been treated as borrowed from Urartian 
[D’jakonov 1983: 151,5] (with a strange reasoning: “since it has also been preserved 
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in other East Caucasian languages”) or East Caucasian (Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 
45; cf. also Nikolaev 1984: 71). The assumption on the Urartian origin of arcui and 
the scepticism on its IE origin (Diakonoff 1971: 82; 1984: 185b2»; 1985: 602; 
Greppin 1991b: 725b, 725bs); for more references, see Schmitt 1972-74: 24) seem 
baseless to me.” 

Arm. arcui is the principal word for ‘eagle’ and largely functions in the cultural 
context, e.g. in a poetic figure characterizing a swift horse, whereas the Urartian is 
attested only as a horse-name, and there is no Hurrian match. The association 
between ‘eagle, kite’ and ‘swift horse’ probably goes back to the Armeno-Graeco- 
Indo-Aryan poetic language. In the famous epic description of the abduction by 
King ArtaSés of the Alan princess Sat'inik (Movses Xorenac'i 2.50, 1913-1991: 
179^), the horse of King Arta&és is compared with arcui srat‘ew ‘sharp-winged 
eagle’, cf. Skt. asu-pátva ‘swift-flying’ as epithet of syena- ‘eagle’ (cognate with 
Arm. cin ‘kite’, see below), Gr. @xv-aétn¢ ‘swift-flying’ (used of horses and 
hawks), &xu-ntepog ‘swift-winged’; cf. also Av. erezifiio.parana- ‘eagle-feathered 
(arrow)’, Lat. acci-piter *hawk', etc. (see Watkins 1995: 170-172, 252-253). 

The poetic figures *eagle-winged' and ‘sharp-flying as an eagle’ are attested also 
in other Armenian sources. Here are a few examples. In the famous Azdahak’s 
dream, Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.26 (1913-1991: 76-5, the dragon-riding hero was 
dashing with eagle's wings: arcuoy imn ardarew slac 'eal t'ewovk'. In a kafa-poem 
to the Alexander Romance (H. Simonyan 1989: 94-!) we find srant‘ac‘ arciw 
*sharp-riding eagle'. The horse of the Armenian epic “Sasna crer" is flying as an 
alavnik ‘little dove’ (SasCr 1, 1936: 744°”). Note also Aristakés Lastivertc‘i 
(Yuzba&yan 1963: 64-55, 

It is remarkable that, as has been noted by de Lamberterie (1978: 2619), in RV 
4.38.2, etc. (Elizarenkova 1989: 404, 746; Watkins 1995: 170) the horse Dadrikd- is 
compared with rjipyam syenam. Vedic rjipya- is an epithet of syend- ‘bird of prey, 
falcon, eagle’, which is cognate with Av. saena- ‘a big bird of prey’, Gr. iktivog m. 
‘kite’ and Arm. c ‘in ‘kite’ (q.v.). Thus, both *réipio- ‘epithet of a bird of prey’ and 
*tkiHl-(i)no- or *tKiH-eno- ‘bird of prey’ belong to the Armeno-Graeco-Indo-Iranian 
dialect group and can be ascribed to the Armeno-Aryan poetic language (together 
with arew ‘sun’, ji ‘horse’, perhaps also surb ‘pure, holy’, see s.vv.; further see 3.2), 
and I see no solid reason to separate Arm. arcui from here and treat it as an Urartian 
or PECauc. borrowing. 

I conclude that Arm. arcui regularly continues JE dial. *rgipiio- (as a native word 
or, less probably, through a very early intermediation of an Aryan branch), and the 
Urartian and Georgian words have been borrowed from Armenian. 

That Urartian borrowed Armenian words belonging to the cultural lexicon or to 
the semantic field ‘physical words’ is not something unexpected. Since Msériantz 
1904: 129, Arm. cov ‘sea’ is compared to Urart. sia ‘(inland) sea’, which is 
interpreted as cö(w)a. Many scholars consider the Armenian word to be an Urartian 
loanword (e.g. Lap‘anc‘yan 1951a: 323, 324; 1961: 137; Ivanov 1983: 37; 


?5 According to Jahukyan (1988, 2: 69, 71, 81), not only the Urartian and Caucasian forms are 
borrowed from Armenian (see also Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 539 — 1995, 1: 457), but 
also the anthroponym (m., from Pahuua-) Arziuta, which is uncertain. 


armukn 141 


Diakonoff 1985: 600b; Greppin 2008: 2). However, Arm. cov probably belongs to 
the late IE language (or at least to the European substratum), compare Ir. gó ‘sea’ 
(cf. Ir. bó vs. Arm. kov ‘cow’, Stokes 1901: 191), Olc. kaf ‘sea’, etc. (see HAB 2: 
468; Schmitt 1972-74: 25; Sausverde 1987; Gippert 1994: 121-122; Olsen 1999: 
943). It therefore seems more likely that Urart. stia has been borrowed from 
Armenian. An example of cultural armenisms in Urartian may be Urart. burgana 
‘fortress’, possibly borrowed from Arm. burgn ‘tower, pyramis’, which seems to be 
a European substratum word, being itself a back loan from PIE (see s.v. durgn 
*potter's wheel" for more detail). 


arm-anam ‘to be astounded’ (P‘awstos buzand, etc.), z-arm-anam ‘id.’ (Bible+), 
and-armanam ‘to be astounded, stricken with amazement; to render senseless, 
benumb, deaden’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Acaryan (HAB 1: 327) derives from armn ‘root’ (Bible+), cf. ModArm. 
p ayt/k'ar ktril ‘to be petrified’ < ‘to render wood/stone’. Although not impossible, 
this interpretation is not evident either, since armn refers to ‘root’ (etymologically 
perhaps *branch"), rather than ‘wood as material’. I therefore propose an alternative 
etymology. 

The verb may be regarded as a derivative of PArm. *arm- ‘to bind fast, tie, fit’ 
seen in y-arm-ar ‘fitting’, cf. Gr. üpuog ‘joint’, pl. ‘fastenings of a door’, ápuóco ‘to 
join, fit together; to bind fast’, etc. from PIE */,er- ‘to fit’. For the semantics, cf. 
papanjim ‘to grow dumb, speechless’: *panj- from QIE *b'nd"-s-. 


armukn, an-stem (GSg armkan, ISg armkamb, NPl armkunk', GDPL armkanc ^) 
*elbow" (Bible+). Spelled also as armunkn, armuk, etc. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly as *armunk; a few SW peripheral dialects 
have preserved the older, nasal-less form *armuk(n) : Tigranakert ärmug, Zeyt'un 
aymog, Hakan aymug [HAB 1: 330a; Haneyan 1978: 183a; Acaryan 2003: 300]. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1897: 425‘. see also Osthoff 1898: 60; HAB 1: 
329b), connected with Skt.irma- m. ‘arm, shoulder (joint)! (AV+), Oss. arm ‘arm; 
shaft (see Cheung 2002: 153); Lat. armus m. ‘arm, shoulder, forequarter (of an 
animal)’, Goth. arms ‘arm’, etc.; OPr. irmo ‘arm’, Lith. irm-édé f. ‘gout’ (literally 
‘arm-eating’); SCr. räme ‘shoulder’, etc. (from PIE *h,(e)rH-mo-). 

The circumstances of the loss of the internal laryngeal in Armenian are disputed 
(see Winter 1965: 106; Hamp 1970: 228b; 1982: 187-189; Beekes 1988: 77; 2003: 
192-193; Kortlandt 2003: 120; see 2.1.20 for more details). It has been assumed that 
armukn is structurally closer to y-ar-m-ar ‘fitting’? belonging to PIE Sher ‘to fit 
(together), to put together’ (cf. Arm. arnem ‘to make, prepare, create’, q.v.; Gr. 
dpupov ‘joint; limb’, ápóuóc ‘union, friendship’, ooug ‘junction’, etc.), and, thus, 
has nothing to do with the PIE word for ‘arm’ or represents a synchronically 
different formation of the same *h er- ‘to fit’ (see Hamp 1982; Jahukyan 1987: 
112). A similar view is expressed by Adams (Mallory/Adams 1997: 26b) who, 
commenting upon the PIE word for ‘arm’, writes: “Arm. armukn ‘elbow’ has also 
been placed here; however, it is probably an independent creation”. However, I do 
not see serious reasons to separate (synchronically or ultimately) armukn from the 
PIE word for ‘arm’. 
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Jahukyan (1987: 112) reconstructs *ar-mo- [= *h er-mo-], with a full grade in the 
root and without an internal laryngeal. In view of the absence of an initial h-, 
however, the Armenian form reflects the zero grade (see also Beekes 1988: 77, 78), 
which is also found in Sanskrit and Baltic. The Germanic and Slavic forms reflect o- 
grade, and Latin comes from either *A;rHmo-, or, more probably, *A;erHmo- (see 
Hamp 1982; Schrijver 1991: 313-314, 318). 

To explain the second part of the Armenian form, namely -ukn, scholars usually 
treat armukn as a compound with mukn ‘mouse’ (Klingenschmitt 1982: 68,1; Beekes 
1988: 78; Olsen 1999: 590, 6813s, 768), and the loss of the initial laryngeal is 
ascribed to the compositional loss (Olsen). Hamp (1990: 22) proposes the following 
scenario: *AorHmo-muHsm > *AerHmo-muHsm >  *aramomuH(s)m > 
*aramumuHn > *arumukn (syllabic haplology) > armukn (regular syncope). Then 
he notes: “Because the *A here fails to appear as Arm. A- it must have been IE *h = 
hf; this did not colour an adjacent *o, and therefore the *e vocalism is to be 
assumed”. 

Some nuances are in need of clarification. A compound like ‘arm-mouse’ (cf. 
* Arm-Maus' in Klingenschmitt 1982: 68,,) does not seem very probable. It becomes 
easier if one mentions mukn ‘muscle’ and mkan ‘back’ rather than mukn ‘mouse’, 
although etymologically they are identical, of course. As pointed out by Olsen 
(1999: 6813s), Hübschmann was the first to involve mukn in the explanation of 
armukn. But Hübschmann (1897: 425"?) did not treat the word as a compound. He 
writes: “armukn ist im Suffix vielleicht von mukn (gen. mkan) ‘Maus, Muskel’ (s. 
unten) beeinflusst". Such an influence is probable. 

Greppin (1983: 314) suggests a contamination with mukn. We can even postulate 
that armukn is simply composed of Arm. *arm-o- ‘arm’ and the suffix -ukn. This is 
exactly what Aéaryan (HAB 1: 329b) suggests. The structure goes parallel with 
krukn ‘heel’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects), probably composed of *kur 
**angled/curved body part, joint’ and -ukn (although the etymological details are 
unclear, see s.v.). For the suffix -ukn, see Olsen 1999: 208, 590-592; cf. the variant 
-kn which is found in body-part terms like the above-mentioned mu-kn ‘muscle’, 
un-kn ‘ear’, etc. [Jahukyan 1987: 238]; see also s.vv. akn ‘eye’; cung, dial. *cunkn 
‘knee’. 

arSalurs-k‘, arsalu3-k*, asalurj-k* “the last part of the night which is followed by the 
dawn’, prob. ‘twilight’ (Bible+), aé‘/j/Salurj-k‘ in Movses Xorenac‘i 2.42 
[1913=1991: 167°: and ayganal aé‘alrjac‘n (variants ajalrjoc‘n, asalrjoc'n, 
ac‘alrjoc‘n, ajalrjuc'n, agalrjac‘): “at daybreak”, transl. Thomson 1978: 183]; 
aršaluš (Grigor Skewrac'i, 12-13th cent.), arsaloys, arsalus (Martiros Lrimec‘i, 
Mkrtic‘ Natas, see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 96a), asaloys, arSaloys (Bargirk! hayoc‘, see 
Amalyan 1975: 26999 3989? ModArm. arsaluys ‘dawn’ [HAB 1: 330a]. 
eDIAL Next to Axalc'xa arsalus-in ‘at dawn’, Acaryan (HAB 1: 330b) also 
introduces Mu$, etc. asmus ‘twilight’. The latter rather belongs with afjamutf 
‘twilight’ (q.v.). 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 1: 330a) assumes that the Middle Armenian forms are due to 
contamination with /oys ‘light’, which is undoubtedly correct, and posits a 
compound composed of ars- ‘beginning’ (?) and /urj ‘half-dark’ (q.v.). The first 
component remains uncertain. Later, he (HAB 4: 655-656) posits arj(n) ‘black’ + 
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lurj ‘blue’ (see s.vv.) comparing the compound with dial. *mut‘(n)-u-loys ‘twilight’ 
= mut‘(n) ‘dark’ + loys ‘light’. For the atmospheric sense of arjn ‘black; dark’ cf. 
arjn-a-bolor ‘very dark’. [Alternative: Soit. ‘dark, darkness’ + /urj ‘light, bright’: 
*alj-a-lurj-k ‘> *arjalurjk' through assimilation Z...rj > rj...rj]. 

Olsen (1999: 943,9) cautiously suggests a compound with arus- (in Aruseak 
‘Venus’, cf. Pahl. arus *white") > *arus- (distant assimilation). This suggestion 
practically coincides with the etymology of Jahukyan (1981: 21; see also L. 
Hovhannisyan 1990: 234), who posits an unattested Middle Iranian by-form with -š 
beside YAv. aurusa- ‘white’, cf. Skt. arusd- ‘reddish, light red, glowing, fire- 
coloured’, etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 113; Cheung 2002: 233-234). This 
etymology is slightly preferable to that of Acaryan. 


arj, o-stem: GDSg arj-o-y (Bible, Eznik Kotbac‘i), GDPI arj-o-c‘ in the Bible (var. 
arj-u-c‘) and Anania Sirakac‘i (7th cent., A. G. Abrahamyan 1940: 39L3), ADIPI y- 
arj-o-c ' (Grigor Narekac‘i 67.5, Xa€‘atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 519L89); u-stem: GDSg 
arj-u (Bible), GDPI arj-u-c‘ (Agat'angelos); i-stem: GDPI arj-i-c‘ (Grigor 
Magistros, 11th cent.) ‘bear’. 

As an asterism, attested in Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.), see A. G. Abrahamyan 
1940: 39'*; 1944: 331". 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 334b]. For Van *arj-a-plo ‘ghost’ and 
*arj-a-pap-o ‘bogy’, see s.v. * bo/u- ‘spider, ghost’. Tigranakert arc‘ refers to ‘male 
cat’. Here, this designation for ‘bear’ has been replaced by ayu of Turkish origin, 
found also in Polis and Nor Naxijewan [HAB 1: 334b]. See further 2.1.36 on tabu. 
eETYM Since long (Klaproth 1831: 99a; NHB 1: 374b; Hübschmann 1897: 425), 
linked with the PIE word for ‘bear’: Gr. &pxrog f. ‘bear’, Lat. ursus ‘bear’, Skt. rksa- 
m., YAv. arsa- m. ‘bear’, Hitt. hartagga- ‘bear’ or ‘wolf’, etc. [HAB 1: 334]. The 
word is now reconstructed as *h2rtko- (Schrijver 1991: 56, 68-69, 71-72; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 247-248). Despite the troublesome -j-, probably to be explained by 
tabu (see 2.1.36), the appurtenance of Arm. arj to the PIE word for ‘bear’ cannot be 
rejected [Meillet 1906: 8]. On a discussion of -j- by Pedersen and Meillet, see 2.1.12 
(on ruki-rule). For a further discussion and references, see Greppin 1983: 315; 
Clackson 1994: 233369; Olsen 1999: 184. 

An influence of arjn ‘black’ has been assumed (Pokorny 1959: 875). Earlier, 
Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 293, 2: 17) had connected arj ‘bear’ with arjar ‘cattle’ 
and arjn "black" (see s.vv.). Winter (1997) analyzes arj as an original feminine in 
*-ih;- seen in Skt. rksi- ‘she-bear’, thus assuming *-rti- > -77. 

The IE cognate forms of this word for ‘bear’ appear also as the asterism Ursa 
Maior and Minor (see Scherer 1953: 131-134, 139, 176-178). For the Armenian 
equivalent, see above. 


arjar, o-stem (paradigm abundantly attested in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 
231bc); a-stem: GDPI arjar-a-c' in Eznik Kotbac‘i (5th cent., but the form is 
considered an emendation, HAB 1: 335a) and Yovhannes Drasxanakertc'i (9-10th 
cent.) ‘cattle’. 

An illustration of the semantics: Isaiah 7.21: erinj mi yarjaroc' ` öauaAıv Body. 
Arm. arjar corresponds to Gr. Bods and clearly refers to ‘neat, bovid, any bovine 
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animal’ as a generic term, whereas erinj renders öau-alıg ‘young cow’ and, in this 
context, refers to one young cow taken from/of bovids. 
eDIAL Nor Bayazet arc'ar, Marala arc‘ar (with preservation of the medial -r), 
Hamsen, Nor Naxijewan, Samaxi, Jula ac ar, Mus, Ala&kert, Ozim acar, etc., all 
meaning “male calf of two years, young bullock that has not yet been yoked’ [HAB 
1: 335a]. The medial -d- in Moks acär, gen. -u “ObIK, IBYXTOIOBAJIBIM, eme He 
sooten" [Orbeli 2002: 201], Satax acár ‘a bull of two to three years’ [M. 
Muradyan 1962: 83, 193a], Van ácár [Aéaryan 1952: 248], and Muzambar (T'avriz) 
ajern [HAB 1: 335a], is due to Aéatyan’s Law (see 2.1.39.2). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 335a) rejects all the etymological suggestions and leaves 
the origin of the word open. It is still considered of unknown etymology [Jahukyan 
1990: 71; Olsen 1999: 938]. However, the derivation from arj-n ‘black’ 
(Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 1: 293, 2: 17; see s.vv. arjn ‘black’ and arj ‘bear’) is 
possible; for the semantics cf. Skt. babhru- ‘a reddish-brown cow’, Arm. dial. borek 
‘a dark-complexioned cow’, OHG bero ‘bear’, etc. (see s.v. *bor “brown animal"). 
For -ař cf. kayt-ar ‘vivid, agile; animal’ (Jahukyan 1987: 129, 173), payc-ar ‘bright’ 
(vs. dial. *payc ‘spark; shine’, cf. ACarean 1913: 908ab), etc. For other examples and 
a discussion of -ar, see Greppin 1975: 50-51. 

Some resembling forms are found in East Caucasian languages: Andi Rajc’ ‘calf’, 
etc. (see Starostin 1985: 76" for the forms). According to Jahukyan (1987: 613), 
they have been borrowed from Armenian. 


arjasp (spelled also arjasp), i- and a-stem in HHB, o-stem in NHB; the following 
forms are attested: ISg arjasp-o-v in Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (Pluz), 13^" cent.; 
arjaspn, AblSg y-arjaspn-é in Mxit‘ar Aparanc‘i (15" cent), compounds with 
arj(a)spn-a- (see HAB 335a; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 97a) ‘vitriol, sulphate of iron or 
copper, used especially as black ink’. 

Attested since the 7" century, in Vrt'anes K‘ert‘ol, in an enumeration of scribal 
liquids: de? groc‘ € arjasp, ew gxtor, ew kriz [NHB 1: 375a]. Also in compounds: 
arjasp-a-nerk “painted with vitriol’ in “Tomar”, arjaspn-a-goyn ‘vitriol-coloured’ in 
Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i (14-15" cent.), etc. 
eDIAL Alaskert arcasp, Moks arcásp, Salmast árcasp, Ozim arjaps, Mus arcaps 
[HAB 1: 335b; Aéaryan 1952: 248], Satax arcüps [M. Muradyan 1962: 64, 193a]. 
According to Orbeli (2002: 208), also Moks has metathesized forms: arcäp ‘s, arcäfs 
"Kynopoc (Menü),  YrmrorpeOmuica Kak Kpacka (MIA KOXH H IHEPCTAHBIX 
MarepuaiioB). M3 nero nojiyuajm YepHbIÑ H cuni ugera". 
eETYM Contains arj-n ‘black’ (q.v.) [HHB and NHB]. Aécaryan (HAB 1: 335ab) 
accepts this and compares Lat. ater ‘black’ > atramentum ‘writing-ink; blacking’, 
noting that the component *asp is unknown. See also Jahukyan 1981: 21-22; 1987: 
517, 609. Georgian arjasp’i and TuSian arjam ‘vitriol’ are considered Armenian 
loans (see HAB 1: 335b). 

Since Arm. arjasp(n) denotes ‘vitriol, sulphate of iron or copper’, I propose to 
treat *asp(n) as borrowed from the Iranian word for ‘iron’: Sogd. ‘spn- ‘iron’ 
[MacKenzie 1970: 47], Shughni sipin ‘iron’ < *aspanya- [Morgenstierne 1974: 
74b], Pashto ospana, Ospina ‘iron’, Khwar. ’spny ‘iron’, Av. *hu-safna- ‘steel’, a 
metathesized form from *hu-spana-, Oss. efsen 'ploughshare; iron’, Pahl. äsin, 
asen and Pers. ahan ‘iron’ (< *a-sana), etc., from Iran. *spana- < Ar. *suana- (see 
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Abaev 1963; 1985: 12-13; Danka/Witczak 1997; Cheung 2002: 156-157). Abaev 
(ibid.) compares the Iranian word with Gr. xóavogc ‘dark-blue enamel; lapis lazuli; 
blue copper carbonate; sea-water; the colour blue’, etc., from *kew- ‘to shine’ (cf. 
Pokorny 1959: 594). According to Laufer (1919: 515), the Iranian word is connected 
with Chinese pin ‘iron’. 

The Armenian word can be derived from Parth. *span- (with anaptyctic a in 
Armenian, cf. s.vv. araspel ‘myth, tale, fable’ and arastat ‘ceiling’) or *a-span-. The 
form arjaspn should be considered original, so that we are dealing with loss of the 
final -n in the 7" century. 


arjn ‘black’. Independently attested only in P‘awstos Buzand 3.14 [HAB 1: 335b; 
Hovhannisyan 1990a: 151]; not in NHB. The passage reads as follows (1883=1984: 
32L-2; transl. Garsoian 1989: 87): yankarcoren jiwnn c 'amak*' arjn liner araji nora : 
“the snow suddenly became black earth before him”. Greppin (1983: 316) sees here 
a compound c 'amak -arjn “utterly black’. Also found in several compounds (see 
also MijHayBar 1, 1987: 97a). See also s.v. arjasp(n) ‘vitriol’. 

The compound arjn-a-bolor ‘very dark’ refers to the night in Carontir(see NHB 1: 
375a) and is the only case in NHB where arjn appears in the atmospheric sense. 
eDIAL No dialectal forms of arjn are recorded in HAB 1: 336b. 

I wonder whether Van *arj-a-plo and *arj-a-pap-o *bogy' contain arjn "black" or 
arj ‘bear’ (see s.v. *bo/u- ‘spider; ghost’). 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 293, 2: 17) connects arjn ‘black’ with arj ‘bear’ 
and arjar ‘cattle’ and links them with Gr. ópgvoc ‘dark, murky’, ópovr f. ‘darkness, 
murk, night’, ópov-aiog ‘dark, murky’, öppv-ıvog ‘dark colour, dark red’. The 
appurtenance of the Greek word to &peßog ‘the dark of the underworld’ (see s.v. erek 
*evening") and Toch. B erkent- ‘black’ is uncertain (see Pokorny 1959: 334, 857; 
Frisk s.vv.; Adams 1999: 95). Theoretically, Arm. arj- should reflect QIE *Hrg""-e-, 
*Hrd'-i-, or *Hr-i-, thus a direct connection with erek, etc. is hardly possible. Arm. 
arj-n and Gr. ópg-v- may reflect *h3rg""-(e)n-. One might think of an Iranian 
mediation, cf. Khot. rrasa ‘dark-coloured’, etc. (Bailey 1979: 362; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 424), or OAv. rajis- n. ‘darkness’ (Mayrhofer op. cit. 426), but this 
is less probable. The inner-Armenian relation with arj ‘bear’ and arjar ‘cattle’ is 
possible. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 335-336; cf. AcarHLPatm 1, 1940: 181) connects Arm. arjn 
‘black’ with *aZj- and *ait- ‘dark’ and assumes a borrowing from North Caucasian 
languages: Chechen ‘drzi, Ingush arji, TuSian arji, 'arci ‘black’, etc. (cf. Greppin 
1983: 315-316). These are considered of Iranian origin (see Jahukyan 1981: 21-22; 
1987: 517, 609). The appurtenance of *afj- and *att- is improbable (see s.v. *aY-). 


art, o-stem ‘cornfield, tilled field’ (Bible+). In Psalms 106.37 (API art-s) renders Gr. 
aypoc ‘field’. It occurs with the synonymous agarak (q.v.) in Isaiah 27.4: pahel zoc 
artoy yagaraki ` gvAaooeıv kalaumv Ev &ypQ. Coll. art-or-ay, mostly with plural E" 
(Bible+); GDPI artoray-oc‘ is attested in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent) 3.81 
(1904-1985: 14855; transl. Thomson 1991: 208): ew kamec ‘ealk‘ yezer hetelatin ar 
vayr mi hangc'el, ur ew hnjolk'n artorayoc 'n Surj ztelok'n gorcéin : “they wished to 
rest for a while at the edge of the ravine where the harvesters were working in the 
fields round about". Later also arto/oreay(k `). 
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eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. All the dialectal material (including also 
derivatives and compounds; see Acarean 1913: 154-155; HAB 1: 337b; Amatuni 
1912: 74b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 135-136) known to me points to the meaning 
*cornfield, tilled field’. This is corroborated by endless illustrations from folklore, 
whereas one can hardly find unambigous evidence for the meaning ‘uncultivated 
field’. Here are some examples. 

Moks art/art is glossed by ‘none, HuBa, namna’ in Orbeli 2002: 205. Textual 
illustrations: art várac ‘in “scnaxanu none” (58.7, transl. 133); taran c 'anic ‘in art 
mec‘ “TIOHECIIM, noces Ha HUBE” (5915, transl. 134); art xaser er; məšakun esac“: 
Hand art amia ` — *TIone nocneno, OH ckasaj 6arpaky: "mon coxxHn none" (80°, 
transl. 152). 

For attestations with a clear reference to ploughing or sowing or 
mowing/harvesting, see e.g. HZHek‘ 6, 1973 (Łarabał/Tavuš region): 184"'"', 2891* 
(mi tap‘ a varum, art anum “ploughs a field and makes it a cornfield”), 5291", 
584^, etc. 
eSEMANTICS The meaning of Arm. art is usually given as ‘field’. More precisely, it 
means ‘cornfield, tilled field, arable land’. Greppin (1987: 394-395) discusses only 
two attestations of the meaning ‘tilled field’, in John Chrysostom and Grigor 
Narekac'i, treats them as not reliable and concludes: “Arm. art is clearly a rare word 
of the fifth century only". In fact, more attestations of the meaning (also in 
compounds) are cited in HAB. Note also the passage from Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) 
above. More importantly, the dialectal evidence, usually ignored by scholars, 
undoubtedly proves the meaning ‘cornfield, tilled field’. 
eETYM Meillet (1896: 150) connects art ‘cornfield’ with Gr. &ypóg ‘field’ (“avec t 
énigmatique au lieu de c") and treats Arm. art-ak‘- ‘dehors/outside’ (Bible+) as a 
locative of it, as Lith. loc. /auké ’drauBen, im Freien, außerhalb’ from /aükas ‘field’. 
Aéaryan (HAB 1: 337a [the missing part added in HAB-Add 1982: 4], 338a) accepts 
this etymology and for the derivation of art- ‘outside’ from art ‘cornfield’ compares 
also Olr. mag ‘cornfield’, im-maig ‘outside’, etc. See also Jahukyan 1990a: 11. 

A *h;eg-ro- (cf. also Skt. ajra- m. ‘field, plain’, Lat. ager m. ‘field’, etc.) would 
yield *harc-. The absence of the initial h- may be due to the influence of 
etymologically related acem ‘to lead’ and acu ‘garden-bed, kitchen-garden’ which 
probably reflect *h2g- (see s.vv.). The QIE (analogical) proto-form of Arm. art 
might then have been */;$ro-. On the semantics and the problem of derivation of 
*h eg-ro- from *h;eg- ‘to drive’, see Pokorny 1959: 6; Frisk 1: 16; Euler 1979: 
109-110; SaradZeva 1980a: 55; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 52; Anttila 1986: 15ff; 
Greppin 1987; Levin 1995: 86163. 

The final - instead of -c is unclear. Perhaps *-cr- (= tsr-) > -tr- (see Schmidt 
1964: 89, with references; Hamp 1983c: 38); typologically cf. Normier 1981: 22; 
(?). Sceptical: Greppin 1987: 3952. [Note, however, PIE *me£"(s)r-i > Gr. uexpı and 
Arm. merj ‘near’, q.v.]. The same anomaly is seen in barti ‘poplar’ (q.v.) from PIE 
*b'(e)rH$- ‘birch’. In both cases, thus, we are dealing with *rc > rt, with *c 
originally following the laryngeal (if one accepts what has been said above on QIE 
*n,gro-): *-rHg- or *Hgr- > Arm. *art. It is difficult to assertain, however, whether 
or not the neighbouring Sr and *H played a role here. For a different kind of *c : t 
alternation, see 2.1.22.12. If *art- in the above-mentioned art-ak‘- ‘outside’ has a 
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different origin, the ¢ of art ‘cornfield’ may be due to contamination with art-ak ‘- 
‘outside’; for the semantic association ‘outdoors’ : ‘cornfield’, see s.v. and 
‘cornfield’. 

On the (alleged) Semitic parallels and Sumer. agar ‘field’, see Levin 1995: 86-93. 
Compare Arm. agarak ‘landed property, estate‘ (q.v.). 

Greppin (1991b: 724b) rejects the IE origin of Arm. art and treats it as a loan 
from Urart. ardi-ne ‘town’, Hurr. arde ‘id.’, cf. Chechen urd ‘peasant’s share of 
land’, Ingush urd ‘district’. This is semantically improbable. Nikolaev 1984: 70 
considers art a NCauc. loanword. 


artawsr (uninflected), NPI artasu-k‘, a-stem (GDP artasu-a-c ‘) ‘tear’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, all reflecting *artasu-n-k' [HAB 1: 345a]. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1897: 425-426; see also HAB 1: 344-345; Greppin 
1983: 316-317), derived from the PIE word for ‘tear’: Gr. doen n., OHG zahar 
(beside trahan), etc., and without the initial consonants: Skt. asru- n., Y Av. asrü- n. 
pl., Lith. äsara, asara f., Toch. A akdr. As pointed out by Greppin (1983: 317), one 
would expect an additional prothetic e- rather than a-, cf. erkan ‘handmill’ (q.v.). On 
the case of artewanunk, see Clackson 1994: 109. For a suggestion, see 2.1.17.4. For 
the nominative -r in words derived from PIE *u-stem neuters, see Clackson 1994: 
126; Olsen 1999: 166-169, and on the plural stem *artasu-a- reflecting an old neuter 
plural *draku-h>, see Clackson 1994: 47-48, 20859, 229292; Olsen 1999: 167-168. 
Klingenschmitt (1982: 153-154 ; see also Hamp 1984: 198; Viredaz 2001-02: 29) 
treats the -w- of artawsr as an “u-Epenthese nach betontem a der ursprünglichen 
Pänultima”, thus: artawsr ‘tear’ < *drákur vs. artasu-k‘ (pl.); see also Olsen 1984: 
113. A better alternative is suggested by Kortlandt (1985a = 2003: 60-62) who 
reconstructs the following paradigm: sg. *drakru- > *artawr (cf. mawru-k‘ ‘beard’ 
next to Skt. smásru- n. *beard"), pl. *draku- > artasu-k‘. The form *artawr seems to 
have adopted the -s- of the plural. 


arti, artik ‘wild sheep’. Attested twice only: 

In Hexaemeron 9 [K. Muradyan 1984: 306]: Aycak 'alk' ew artikk‘ bazum angam 
erkuoreaks cnanin ` “Goats and sheep frequently beget twins". Arm. artik renders 
Gr. zpof&uov ‘little sheep’ (op. cit. 372b) and is probably a diminutive as is the 
Greek equivalent; cf. ein ‘hind’ : dial. efn-ik. 

In Asxarhac‘oyc‘, the 7"-century Armenian Geography [Soukry 1881: 30 (Arm. 
text), 40 (French transl.)]: Uni eres, eljeru, ayc ew k'als, arn ew arti : “Parmi les 
animaux, on y voit le cerf, la chévre, le bouc et le mouflon, la brebis", in the context 
of the province of Bar Hayk‘ = Upper Armenia. The corresponding passage in the 
short recension only has eres (APl) bazum ‘many kinds of deer’; see A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 349. As arn means *wild male sheep', it seems that the pair arn 
and arti, like that of k‘ats (API) and ayc, represents a contrast between the male and 
the female, respectively. Consequently, arti is usually interpreted as *wild female 
sheep’ [Soukry, ibid.; Eremyan 1963: 92a; Hewsen 1992: 153;,]. This seems 
attractive, since there are some other designations of female animals formed with the 
suffix -i < "-ieh;, see s.vv. -i, ayc(i), mak'i, etc. In view of the lack of other 
attestations of the word under discussion, the idea can be verified only by means of 
etymology. 
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eETYM The word is derived from art ‘arable land, cornfield’ in NHB 1: 382b 
("sheep of art, that is wild”), which does not cite the attestation of Armenian 
Geography. Aéaryan (HAB 1: 343) mentions this interpretation without comments 
and leaves the origin of arti(k) open. 

In view of the idea that at prehistoric stages the semantics of art may have been 
generic (cf. Skt. djra- m. ‘Ebene, Fläche, Flur’ (RV), etc., see s.v. art for the 
discussion), the derivation art-i could actually mean ‘wild, undomesticated’ (exactly 
like the Greek cognate äypıog ‘wild’ < &ypóg ‘Feld, Acker’; see Frisk 1: 16), 
referring particularly to animals for hunting, cf. vayr ‘field’ : vayri ‘wild’ > ‘wild 
sheep’, dial. (Zeyt‘un) ‘hind’ [HAB 4: 300-301], also verik‘ ‘wild sheep’ in the epic 
“Sasna cter”. Note in Psalms 103[104].11 [Rahlfs 1931: 258]: za Unpia tod &ypoo 
‘wild animals’, literally ‘beasts of the field’; see Dahood 1970: 38. Cf. also Hitt. 
gimras huitar ‘animals of the fields’ [Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 469]. Further, 
see 3.5.2.3. 

Thus, the interpretation of NHB, according to which arti(k) is derived from art 
‘field’ and basically means ‘wild sheep’, is still valid. The formation with *-io- 
might be parallel to that of Gr. äypıos ‘wild’, which is etymologically related. 
However, one cannot be sure whether we are dealing with the suffix -i derived from 
*_jo- (cf. kogi, -woy, -wov ‘butter’ : Skt. gávya-, gavyd- ‘aus Rindern bestehend’, 
etc.) or *-ieh>- (cf. *h,oiHu-ieh > aygi, -woy, -eac‘ ‘grape-vine; grape-garden’, etc.) 
unless new evidence is found. The above-mentioned parallel vayr-i represents the 
latter type, in view of GDPI vayreac'. Another important parallel is *and-i / and- 
eayk' ‘cattle’ (q.v.) from and ‘field’, a synonym of art, so we have an interesting 
contrast between domesticated and wild animals within the framework of the 
semantic expression ‘animals of the (household/wild) field’. 

The semantic development under discussion can also be traced in a few dialectal 
expressions (HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 135b), in which art functions in the basic 
meaning of “(animal) of art, belonging to art”, that is “wild, undomesticated 
(animal): 

artn ankac Sun (Larabat) lit.: “a dog that wanders in art”, refers to an indecent, 
wandering, undomesticated woman; 

arti xoroz (Sebastia) ‘dragon-fly’, lit. “rooster of arf’ (cf. Lat. agrion virgo 
*damsel-fly^); 

arti muk (dialectal area not indicated) ‘field-mouse’. 

Note also in a curse: funt-telt art alla ‘may your house and place become 
field/wilderniss’. 


ark‘ay, i-stem ‘king’ (Bible+). 

More than a thousand attestations in the Bible (see Astuacaturean 1895: 234-241, 
derivatives 241-243). The root *ark‘- is found in derivatives such as ark-uni 
‘royal’, ark'un-akan, ark -akan ‘id.’, etc. (HAB 1: 346a; see also Matzinger 2000: 
285). 
eDIAL Akn, Xarberd ark ‘eni *strong/broad limbed’; cf. ark'eni *well-grown (plant)’ 
in Geoponica (13" cent.). The derivative ark'ay-ut ‘iwn ‘heavenly kingdom’ (literary 
loan) is widespread [HAB 1: 347a]. Further, see below. 
eETYM Since long (Acoluthus /1680/, Schróder, Klaproth, NHB, etc.), linked with 
Gr. ápyóc m. ‘leader’, dpyy f. ‘beginning, origin’, &pyov, -ovrog m. ‘commander, 
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archon’, &pyæœ ‘to be the first’ (see HAB 1: 346-347; Aéaryan himself rejects the 
etymology). Jahukyan (1987: 272) points out that the IE origin of Arm. ark'ay is 
highly doubtful. Matzinger (2000) posits *hzer-s-ke/o- "Akt des Fügens’ which is 
formally uncertain (I would expect Arm. *arc'- from *hzrsk-) and semantically 
unattractive. A similar form has been reconstructed by Klingenschmitt (1974: 274,; 
see also Matzinger 2000: 28827; Vine 2005: 260) for Gr. ápyo, deriving it from a 
root to which äpıorog ‘the best, first, noblest’? belongs. This is semantically 
plausible, but the formal objection concerning the Armenian form remains valid. 

In view of -ay, ark'ay is considered to be a Greek loan via Syriac (Schmitt 1980: 
1415; see also Jahukyan 1987: 4395, 463; Olsen 1999: 612, 931). 

One may alternatively assume that Arm. ark'ay and its Greek match, which has 
no established etymology, reflect a common borrowing from a Mediterranean 
source: *ark'- or *ary-. For Arm. -ay, Patrubány (StuHetaz 1908: 152a) compares 
Arm. caray ‘servant’. Other examples of -ay referring to age, size and other 
characteristics of persons can be found in Pedersen 1906: 398 — 1982: 176 (cf. 
Matzinger 2000: 288-289). 

Arm. *ark‘-un may be equated with &pxwv, -ovtoc, from *ark'-ont. Compare 
Arm. cer-un ‘old’ (also cer-un-i) : Gr. yepwv ‘old man’ (see s.v. cer ‘old’). 

According to Aéaryan (1913: 155b; not in HAB 1: 347a), Gr. dpy- ‘to begin’ can 
be connected with Larabat *arc‘ ‘the beginning of a weaving’, *arc ‘el ‘to begin 
weaving’ from older *arj-. For the phonological correspondence, cf. Arm. orj > 
Larabat vaerc‘ vs. Gr. ópyic ‘testicle’. Neither the semantics is problematic, cf. the 
semantic field of dpyy : ‘beginning, origin; first principle, element; end, corner, of a 
bandage, rope, sheet, etc.; origin of a curve’. It is theoretically possible that Gr. dpy7 
and Arm. *arj-a- (survived in Larabal) derive from QIE *ar$'-eh;- ‘beginning’, 
whereas Arm. *ark'- belongs with the same Greek root at a younger period. 


awaz, o-stem (later also ISg -aw) ‘sand; dust’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Larabat has havaz, with an initial A- [HAB 1: 
351b; Davt'yan 1966: 322]. 

eETYM Connected with Gr. &uadog f., váuuoc f. ‘sand’, Lat. sabulum ‘sand’, OHG 
sant, MHG. sampt ‘sand’, etc. (see HAB 1: 351; Normier 1980: 19; Jahukyan 1987: 
116; Olsen 1999: 24, 782; Witczak 1999: 184-185; Viredaz 2005: 85). Probably of 
non-IE origin [Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 499b]. fahukyan (1987: 601) 
points out the correspondence between IE and WCauc. forms (Abkhaz saba ‘dust’, 
etc.). For the problem of the initial h- in Larabal as a reflex of IE *s-, see 
AtarHLPatm 2, 1951: 411 (with a question mark); N. Simonyan 1979: 211, 213 
(sceptical). 

However, the connection of Arm. awaz is often considered uncertain (see 
Greppin 1983: 317-318; 1989: 167; Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 499b). For 
the problem of z, see also s.v. ezr ‘edge’. In my view, awaz may be an Iranian loan, 
cf. Sogd. (Man.) ’’wzy ‘Seen, Teich’, NPers. awaze ‘swamp’ (see Bailey 1979: 478- 
479; Colditz 1987: 282), if the semantic shift ‘swamp’ > ‘silt’ > ‘sand’ is possible. If 
this is accepted, awaz is connected with awazan, a-stem “Wasserbehälter, Teich, 


?6 | wonder if Metri härg aril ‘to finish, make an end’ (recorded in Alayan 1954: 312, in the 
glossary of dialectal words) reflects *y-arg ‘(at/in) end’. 
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Badewanne, Taufbecken' (Bible+), which has probably been borrowed from the 
same Iranian word through Syriac (avzana ‘font = Taufbecken") mediation; cf. also 
NPers. ab-zan ‘a particular kind of bathing-vessel; the basin of a fountain’ (see 
Hübschmann 1897: 111-112; HAB 1: 352; and, especially, Jahukyan 1987: 517, 
where Sogd. /awaza/ ‘lake’ is mentioned, too). 

I wonder if these words are related with Arab. (> Turk.) havz ‘basin’, borrowed 
into Arm. dialects: Polis havuz, Larabat hovuz, Van avuz (see Aëatean 1902: 210). 
Even if not, a contamination seems probable, cf. Juta havizaran ‘font = Taufbecken' 
next to havz ‘garden-basin’ (see HAB 1: 352b; Aéafyan 1940: 355a). The initial A- 
in Larabat havaz ‘sand’ may also be explained in a more or less similar way. We 
arrive, then, at a theoretically possible form *ha/ovzan, which can indirectly be 
corroborated by Arm. hnjan ‘wine-press’ (q.v.). 


awdı, o- and i-stem ‘footwear’ (John Chrysostom, Romance of Alexander, etc.). For 
the generic semantics ‘footwear’ as opposed with the specific kawsik ‘shoes’, cf. 
T‘ovma Arcruni 2.7 /10™ cent./ (1985: 192; transl. Thomson 1985: 187): awd otic‘n 
hnaraworen zjew kawskac ‘ “for footwear they use a form of boot”. 
eETYM Apparently related to Lith. aütas ‘foot-cloth, rag’, Latv. auts ‘cloth, 
bandage’ [HAB 4: 607b-608a; Jahukyan 1987: 123, 159]; see s.v. aw-t‘-oc ‘ ‘cover, 
coat, garment; blanket’. The underlying verb is seen in Arm. ag-anim ‘to put on’ and 
several cognate forms meaning ‘put on footwear’: Lith. aati, OCS obuti, Lat. 
induere. Note also Umbr. anouihimu ‘an sich nehmen, sich (etwas) anlegen, 
anziehen’ < *an- + verbal stem *ou-e- or *ou-i- “mit der Wz. *o;eu- oder *a3eu- 
‘(Bekleidung) anziehen’” [Untermann 2000: 112]. 

Arm. awd goes back to QIE *H(V)u-d'-. Av. aovra- ‘footwear’ hardly bears 
testimony for the voiced aspirated suffixal element, most probably reflecting 
*Hou-tleh;- (cf. Lat. subücula ‘woolen undertunic’, Lith. aükle ‘shoe-lace, cord, 
foot-cloth’, etc.; see Mallory/Adams 1997: 109a). It has been assumed that Arm. 
awd contains the suffix *-d”- also found in Gr. &odog n. (cf. dei f.) ‘clothing’ 
[Klingenschmitt 1982: 173-174; Clackson 1994: 22499]. 

If reliable, this explanation of d can serve as a counter-example for the sound 
development Arm. -r- < PIE *-d"- (see s.v. ayrem ‘to burn’). The same also holds for 
awd ‘air’ (q.v.). 


awd,, o-stem: GDSg awd-o-y, ISg awd-o-v, GDPl awd-o-c' in the Bible (Astuacatu- 
rean 1895: 1554), Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 435, 195.5, frequent in 
“Yalags ampoc‘ ew n$anac‘” by Anania Sirakac‘i, 7^ cent. (A. G. Abrahamyan 
1944: 304ff); later also i-stem; ‘air’, dial. also ‘breath’ and ‘wind’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in Axalc‘xa, Karin, Mus, Ala&kert, Jula, etc. (also in the compound 
*od-u-hava ‘weather’); cf. also Van *tak -od-k' (with tak‘ ‘warm’) ‘fever’, Nor 
Bayazet *od kpnil ‘to catch a cold’ [HAB 4: 609a], Larabat bart" (erroneously 
printed cot'k', see HAB-Add 1982: 19) < *y-od-k' ‘the warm breath/expiration of 
the mouth’ [Aéafean 1913: 807a; HAB 4: 609a]. Juta h’ot‘ (see Acarean 1940: 
98-99, 161, 390) may continue the prefix y- ‘in’ seen in the reflex of the Larabat 
form. This by-form *y-awd would have basically meant ‘inhalation’ with a 
subsequent development to ‘breath’. 
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The compound *bal-öd preserved in Bulanox b‘alot‘ ‘wind accompanied by 
snow(-storm)’ (HAB 1: 383b; see s.v. bal ‘fog’) seems to comprise the word awd 
‘air’ as the second component. The latter functions here in the meaning ‘wind’. 
eETYM Since Klaproth (1823-1831: 103a), compared with IE forms going back to 
*aw- (*h;ueh;-, cf. Gr. dy, etc.) ‘to blow’ (see HAB 4: 608-609). Patrubány 
(StugHetaz 1908: 214b) points to the dental determinative *-1- found in Gr. aözur f., 
dörumv, -évog m. ‘breath; scent’. Petersson (1920: 66) reconstructs *aud"o- 
comparing Lith. audra, audra ‘storm (usually accompanied by rain or snow)’ < 
*aud"-rà-, OIc. vedr n. ‘Wind, Luft, Wetter’, OHG wetar ‘Wetter, Witterung, freie 
Luft’ (< *ued”-ro-), etc., and suggests a connection with Oss. ud/od ‘spirit, soul’. 
The etymology of the Ossetic word is considered uncertain (see Cheung 2002: 233). 
On the Armenian form, Cheung (ibid.) notes: “borrowing?”. 

The reconstruction *aud"o- (= *h;eu(h;)-d'-o-) is commonly accepted [HAB 4: 
608; Jahukyan 1982: 48]. Olsen (1999: 56) points out that a relation of Arm. öd 
(=awd) with the root *hzueh,- ‘to blow’ seems inevitable, but “the derivational 
process is rather obscure". Then she suggests a proto-form "Asu-h;uh;-to-. This 
seems, however, unnecessary. 

If Av. aodar ‘Kälte’, probably a neuter r-stem (on the morphology of the word, 
see Beekes 1988b: 122-124; Hoffmann/Forssman 1996: 150-151), Lith. audra, 
audra ‘storm’, etc. are related, they may contain *-d"- (as the above-mentioned 
Germanic forms) rather than *-d-, providing us with more evidence for the 
reconstruction *heu(h,)-d"-. For the problem of the internal laryngeal, see 2.1.20. 

One may reconstruct a neuter s-stem *n,eud"-os (yielding regularly Arm. awd, 
o-stem) beside the r-stem neuter represented in Iranian, cf. the case of get, o-stem 
‘river’ (q.v.) from *uedos- vs. PIE *ued-r/n-. 

On the problem of the -d, see also s.v. awd ‘foot-wear’. 


awt‘, i-stem, GDSg awt‘-i (Ezekiel 23.17 = xavaAóovrov), GDPI awt -i-c‘ (Movses 
Xorenac‘i 1.16) ‘sleeping place, lodging place, spending the night; evening, night’ 
(Bible+), awt'ev/wan < *awt'i-a-van or -awan ‘lodging place, inn’ (Bible+); erek- 
awt‘, i-stem: IPI erekawt'-i-w-k' ‘passing the night’ (Agat‘angetos, Movsés 
Xorenac‘i, etc.); awt‘-ek and awt‘-ekan ‘stale, food which remained from a previous 
day’ (Canon Law, see Weitenberg 1996: 99, 1156); deverbative verb awt‘em or 
awt‘im, imper. awt‘ea ‘to spend the night’ (Yovhannés Ojnec‘i, Gregory of Nyssa, 
etc.); compound verbs awt‘-aganim, etc. (Bible+), with aganim ‘to spend the night? 

GDPI awt -i-c' is attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.16 (1913= 1991: 54‘: transl. 
Thomson 1978: 101): pes pes tacars ew seneaks ot'ic' ew tuns ganjuc' “various 
temples and chambers and treasure houses" (see s.v. anjaw for the full passage). 

IPI erek-awt -i-w-k' is found in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.66 (1913= 1991: 202"; 
transl. Thomson 1978: 213): andunic'in hiwrk' erekot'iwk' “be received as guests 
for the night". Further attestations of this compound: erekot's arareal and öt‘evans 
narareal (in Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hrip‘simeanc‘, see MovsXorenMaten 1865: 300°" 
and 2017. respectively); ew and erekawt's arareal in Yovhan Mamikonean (A. 
Abrahamyan 1941: 113^. 
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For the attestations of a compound with c'ayg ‘night’, c‘ayg-awt‘, see in the 
addendum apud NHB 2: 105907. 

In the late medieval dictionary Bargirk' hayoc‘ we find arot* glossed as minc ‘ew 
erekoy ‘till the night’ (Amalyan 1975: 32"), which is correctly interpreted by 
Jahukyan 1976a: 41 as composed of ar ‘at, by, to, before’ and awt‘ ‘spending the 
night, evening, night". 
eDIAL The verb awt'il ‘to spend the night’ is present in Akn ot ‘il [HAB 4: 610b]. An 
illustration of imperative ət (cf. the literary awt'ea) can be found in an incantation 
(Canikean 1895: 167; S. Harut‘yunyan 2006: 153“): S. Sargis, mer tuna ot'e "S. 
Sargis, spend the night in our house". 

Under the entry awt'ek(an) ‘stale, food which remained from a previous day’ 
NHB 2: 1024a records dial. ot'eki kerakur ‘yesterday’s food, stale food’. This form 
is identical with Metri 3t'e&" ‘id.’ (Alayan 1954: 291a, cf. 336; Weitenberg 1996: 
99); cf. Larabat ae [HAB 4: 610b; Davt'yan 1966: 501], Hadrut‘ ae [A. 
Polosyan 1965: 31], Goris ət í [Margaryan 1975: 501a]. Note also Lazax ot ‘anal ‘to 
become stale, old’ [HAB 4: 610b], which is formally identical with awt'anal attested 
in Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i as a reading variant (see NHB 2: 1023c). 

Durean 1933: 114 records an illness caused by the demon (dew) called giserot ‘ik, 
lit. ‘who dwells/lodges in the night’. 
eETYM A *-ti-derivative of ag- ‘to spend the night’ (Müller 1890: 8; Bugge 1892: 
446; Hübschmann 1897: 411-412 with hesitation; HAB 4: 610; Schmitt 1981: 52, 
544). 

The underlying PIE verb seems to be found exclusively with *-s-, thus *;ues-. A 
QIE *h2(e)us-ti- would yield Arm. *awsti-. One may therefore assume an inner- 
Armenian formation with PArm. *aw(s)- or *ag- (< *h2(e)us-) and the suffix *-ti- 
which remained productive in different stages of Armenian. Further see s.v. aganim 
“to spend the night’. 


awt‘-oc‘, a-stem (GDPI awt ‘oc -ac' in Plato) ‘cover, coat, garment; blanket’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Related with ag-anim ‘to put on’ and awd ‘shoes’ (q.v.), cf. Lith. aütas 
*foot-cloth, rag’, aŭti ‘to put on footwear’, Latv. auts ‘cloth, bandage’ [Acarean 
1908: 121a; Lidén 1933: 41; HAB 4: 609b]. From IE *H(V)u-to- (see Olsen 1999: 
536). 


awcanem, 3.sg.act awc, imper. awc, 3.sg.pass. awc-a-w, etc. ‘to anoint; to cover by a 
thin layer of gold, etc.’ (Bible+), also with z- (Bible); awcem, imper. awcea ‘to 
anoint’ (Ephrem+), awe “anointment, unguent’ (Paterica, etc.; cf. dial. Marala). 
eDIAL The verbal forms *ocel (widespread) and *öcanel (T‘iflis, Mus, Svedia, 
Zeyt'un, Juta, Salmast) are considered literary loans. The noun 6c ‘anointment, 
unguent’ is present in Marata. Note also Van *oc-uk ‘baptized, anointed; Armenian’ 
[HAB 4: 611b]. 

Zeyt‘un presents structural and semantic contrast: uznel ‘to smear, grease’ < 
ocanel vs. ujil ‘to anoint, baptize’ < ocel (Aéaryan 2003: 143, 344). 


?' The *awt‘ is not to be equated with the suffix -awt‘ in afawt‘ ‘prayer’, amawt‘ ‘shame’, 
etc., as in Greppin 1975: 66; 1986: 289. 
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eETYM Since Windischmann, etc. (see HAB 4: 611), connected with Skt. anj- ‘to 
anoint, smear’, pres. VII 3sg.act. anakti, 3pl.act. anjanti, anjas- n. ‘anointment’, 
änjana- n. ‘ointment, fat’, Lat. unguere ‘to anoint’, Olr. imb ‘butter’ and Bret. 
amann ‘id.’ from Celt. *amban < *h;ng"-n (see Schrijver 1991: 50, 62; 1995: 351), 
ORG ancho "butter". etc. 

The Armenian form is explained by a transfer nasal infix > nasal suffix and a 
phonological development *ng"- (*h3ng"-) > *Hn"g- > *aug-, see Meillet 1892a: 
59; 1936: 37, 44, 106-107; Hübschmann 1897: 426; Pedersen 1906: 358, 409 = 
1982: 136, 187; HAB 4: 611; Dumézil 1938a: 100-101; Pokorny 1959: 779; Hamp 
1975; Jahukyan 1982: 178-180; Klingenschmitt 1982: 164-229 (on awcanem : 180- 
182); Ravnes 1991: 12, 40-41; Clackson 1994: 84-85. For further references and a 
discussion, see s.v. awj ‘snake’ and 2.1.27.1. 


awj, i-stem: GDSg awj-i, GDPI awj-i-c', AblSg y-awj-i-c‘ ‘snake’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 612b]. For Larabat oxca, etc., see Weitenberg 
1996: 94ff. 

eETYM Since long (NHB, Windischmann, etc., see HAB 4: 612), connected with 
Lat. anguis m.f. ‘snake’, Lith. angis f. ‘snake’, etc. One assumes a development PIE 
*ang""-i- (read *h;eng""-i-) > PArm. *an"gi > *awg"i (with *g" > *g" before *u/w) > 
*awj-i-, see Hübschmann 1877: 26; 1897: 426; Meillet 1892a: 59; 1936: 154; HAB 
4: 611-612; Dumézil 1938a: 100; Pisani 1950: 191; Pokorny 1959: 43; Jahukyan 
1982: 43, 57; Ravnzs 1991: 40-41; Clackson 1994: 54, 107-108; Olsen 1999: 78%. 
For this development, see 2.1.27.1. In this particular case, the involving of the tabu 
(HAB 4: 612a; AcarLiak 6, 1971: 722; Jahukyan 1992: 21; see on tabu 2.1.36) is 
unnecessary because the phonological explanation is satisfactory. 

This development has taken place probably only in zero grade (see Beekes 2003: 
204-205, 208-209; cf. Kortlandt 1980: 99 = 2003: 27), cf. OHG unc ‘snake’ < 
PGerm. *ung- < IE *hong'"- (see Schrijver 1991: 43-44, 60; for a discussion, see 
also Lubotsky 1988: 29). The full-grade */»eng"- would yield *hanj-. 

For a further discussion, see s.v. iz, i-stem ‘viper’ which belongs to the nasalless 
PIE by-form of ‘snake’ reflected in Skt. áhi- m. ‘snake, adder’, YAv. aži- m. ‘snake, 
dragon’, Gr. ógig ‘snake’, &yic m.f. ‘adder’, etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 
156). For an extensive treatment of the PIE word for ‘snake’, see Katz 1998. See 
also s.v. anglay prob. ‘eel’. 

The remarkable resemblance of Arm. awj with Toch. B auk ‘snake, serpent’ (see 
Pisani 1941-42: 180-182; 1950: 188, 191-192) has probably been resulted from 
convergent developments; cf. Adams 1999: 129-130: *h,ög””i- > PToch. *ekw > 
*ewk (metathesis). 


awji-k* pl. tant., ea-stem: API awji-s, IPI awje-a-w-k‘ (Bible+), GDPI awje-a-c ' in 
Nerses Lambronac‘i;  awj, i-stem: IPI  awj-i-w-k' only in  Yovhannes 
Erznkac‘i/Corcorec‘i (13-14" cent.) ‘collar’. Bible, Ephrem, etc. 
@DIAL No dialectal forms in HAB 4: 612b. 
According to Andreasyan (1967: 389b), Svedia anjanäk‘ represents ClArm. 
awjik‘. Note also K'esab anjnek, glossed by ojik' [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 63b]. 


°8 Perhaps old HD nom. *-ói can also be taken into consideration. 
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eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 4: 612b. 

Adontz (1937: 10; see also Pisani 1950: 188-192) connects with Gr. abyny, -évog 
m. ‘neck, throat; isthmus’ (Il), Aeol. literary &upnv, -evog ‘neck’. The relationship 
between these words has been disputed. The following solutions have been 
proposed: (1) all the three words are derived from a root *ang"w- or Zone". (for the 
phonological development, see e.g. s.v. acu? ‘coal’; (2) Arm. awj-i-k' is a derivation 
of awj ‘snake’; (3) Gr. &upnv may be connected to OHG anka, anca ‘back of the 
head, limb’, etc.; (4) the two Greek words may be borrowings from a lost source. 
For a discussion, I refer to Morani 1981; Clackson 1994: 107-109, 224 ge. 

The derivation from awj ‘snake’ (see NHB 2: 1026c; Hiwnk'earpeyentean apud 
HAB 4: 612b) is uncertain [Clackson 1994: 108]. 

De Lagarde (1854: 265?) and Scheftelowitz (1927: 249) connected Arm. viz (< 
*veó^-) ‘neck’, gen. vz-i, with Gr. adyrv. This etymology is largely forgotten, and viz 
is still considered to be a word of unknown origin [HAB 4: 337-338; Jahukyan 
1990: 71, sem. field 4]. However, it is worth of consideration. Note also dial. *xiz- 
in Agulis xayzak "back of the head’, and, in compounds, *xiz or *xuz in Larabal, etc., 
*xoyz or *xiwz in Jula *xuz-a-tak. See s.v. viz. 

I tentatively suggest to treat Gr. adyyv and Arm. awj-i-k' and viz (dial. also *xiz, 
*xuz/xoyz/xiwz) as words of substratum origin, tentatively reconstructing something, 
which in Indo-European terms can be represented as NSg *h;ueg"-, obl. *h;ug^-. The 
form *Ai;ug"- (>> *h;wé"-, with *-w- analogical after the nominative) would explain 
Arm. awj-i-k' (perhaps also dial. *xuz, via an unknown language) whereas nom. 
*n,ueg"- may have yielded Arm. viz through an unknown intermediary source (note 
the loss of the initial laryngeal in this position in most of IE languages). Another 
form with a pharyngeal fricative (an unattested Anatolian form?), something like 
*huez, may be responsible for *xiz and *xoyz. For the vocalic fluctuation, cf. visap : 
*yusap ‘dragon’, etc. See also s.vv. yogn-, xonj ‘tired’. 

The relation with Aeol. &upnv, -evog ‘neck’ remains unclear. It is tempting to 
derive it from *ang""-en- connecting with Arm. dial. (Svedia, K‘esab) *anj-Vn-. 
Arm. j points to "éi. however. One may tentatively reconstruct the following 
paradigm: nom. *h;éng"-, obl. *hng””-; the latter (zero grade) developed into 
*hn"g"^. > PArm. *aug"- (with regular palatalization of the velar after -u-) > Arm. 
awj-, whereas the former retained the nasal and can be seen in Gr. &upnv and Arm. 
*anjVn-. Arm. -j- is analogical after *awj-. This is reminiscent of Arm. acul ‘coal’ < 
*qucuto- from *h;(o)ng"-ol-o- (cf. Skt. angära-, etc.) vs. dial. *anjot (see s.v. acul 
‘coal’). If Gr. &upnv and Arm. *anjVn- are not related to Gr. aùyýv and Arm. 
awji-k‘, Arm. j can be explained by contamination. 


awli (GDSg awlwoy in NHB 2: 1027b, but without references) ‘a strong fermented 
drink, intoxicating beverage' (Bible+); in Modern Armenian = ara? and Russ. vódka. 

In Judges 13.4,7,14 and Luke 1.15: gini ew awli : olvov xai oikepa. 

Later: udi in Knik‘ hawatoy(Seal of Faith), 7^ cent.; eawli in “Girk‘ t'lt'oc^" 
[HAB 4: 613a]. Compounds in Canon Law: ambraw-awti (with ambraw ‘date’) and 
metr-awli (with metr ‘honey’). 

The actual source of the compound gar-awti ‘beer’, lit. ‘barley-liquor’ 
(Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 416b; mentioned also by Mann, 1963: 4, 33, without any 
reference) is unknown to me. 
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eETYM Aécatyan (1908: 121a) compares awłi with Balto-Slavic and Germanic words 
for "beer" (cf. Lith. alus ‘beer’, etc.) but notes that the relationship is uncertain. He is 
also sceptical in HAB 4: 613b. The same comparison has independently been 
proposed by Mann (1963: 4, 33; see also Toporov, PrJaz A-D, 1975: 80), who 
derives awti from *oluiio- or *aluiio-. These forms would yield Arm. *o/gi or *aigi, 
however. Olsen (1999: 443, 799) suggests a better analysis: *(h)alu- > Arm. *awl- + 
derivational suffix *-io- or "-iah;- > -i. The sound change *alu- > Arm. *aw/- may 
be due to w-epenthesis [Beekes 2003: 205] or, perhaps better, metathesis. 

Jahukyan (1990: 71, sem. field 5) considers awli to be a word of unknown origin. 
In my view, the above etymology is worth of consideration, and awäi is best derived 
from *alut- + -i. It must be emphasized that (1) the words that belong here refer not 
only to *beer', but also to ‘a strong fermented drink’, *mead', etc. (note especially 
that both Arm. awfi and Russ. CS ol» correspond to Gr. orxepa ‘a kind of fermented 
drink’); (2) they point to *alut-: Oss. celuton ‘a kind of beer’, Georg. (a)ludi ‘beer’, 
PSlav. Zof ‘a kind of fermented drink’, Russ. CS olb *xwexbnoit HAIIHTOK 3 DH. 
su MeHs H T.I", OPr. alu ‘mead’, OEngl. ealu(b), Engl. ale ‘beer’, Finn. olut (prob. 
from Germ.) "beer" (see Abaev 1949: 338-347; 1964: 96; 1965: 11, 63; Pokorny 
1959: 33-34; Otrebski 1966: 51-52; Dumézil 1967a: 30; Toporov, PrJaz A-D, 1975: 
79-81; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 932 = 1995: 825; Xaéc'aturova 1987; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 60; EtimSlovSlavJaz 32, 2005: 76, 80-81).? 


*awn ‘property’, only gen. awn-o-y found in the compound awnoy-ter 'lord of 
property, proprietor, owner’ in Agat'angelos $ 376 (emended as aygwoy ter "Lord of 
the vineyard’ in 1909-1980: 188L15 and Thomson 2001: 108) and John 
Chrysostom; ‘legitimate husband of a woman’ (Yaéaxapatum); MidArm. uneter 
‘owner’ (Law Code by Smbat Sparapet); unclear is ger-awneal corresponding to Gr. 
EerınoAclwv. 

For a philological analysis, see Norayr Biwzandac‘i 1911: 168; HAB 1: 361-362; 
Lindeman 1978-79: 415; Greppin 1983: 321-322. 

MidArm. uneter ‘owner’ may contain un- ‘to take, have’, MidArm. ‘to possess’ 
(q.v.). 

@DIAL No dialectal record in HAB 1: 362a. 

It is unclear whether han/yon/on ‘individual share of a mower’ (Amatuni 1912: 
401-402; Acarean 1913: 667; M. Asatryan 1962: 224b) belongs here and reflects 
*hawn, *(y)awn. 
eETYM Ačatyan (HAB 1: 361-362) connects awn with Skt. apnas- n. ‘produce, 
property, possession’, YAv. afnag hant- ‘rich in property’, Gr. öurvn ‘food, corn’, 
öunv(e)ıog ‘pertaining to corn, nutritious, fruitful’, OIc. efni ‘material, goods’, efna 
‘to carry out, work’, Lat. opes f. pl. ‘wealth; resources, assistance’, etc. (see also 
Atabekyan 1979: 58; hesitantly Jahukyan 1987: 141, 267). 

This PIE etymon may be linked with *h3ep-: Skt. ápas- n. ‘work, action’, Lat. 
opus, -eris n. ‘work, effort’, opulentus ‘wealthy; abounding with resources; 
sumptuous’, opulentia ‘riches, wealth; sumptuousness’, OHG uoben ‘to start to 
work, practice, worship’, Hitt. happar- ‘trade, business’, happinant- ‘rich’, etc., for 
the forms and a discussion, see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 746 = 1995, 1: 649- 


? The relation with Semitic *h-I-w ‘sweet; sweet drink’ (see Illié-Svityé 1964: 5) is uncertain. 
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650; Melchert 1987: 21; Lubotsky 1990: 131; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 84-85, 88; 
Lindeman 1997: 50; Mallory/Adams 1997: 637b (*h2-); Viereck/Goldammer 2003: 
407-408; Kloekhorst 2006: 92. 

A QIE *opn- would yield Arm. *own > *un (cf. Jahukyan 1972: 259; Lindeman 
1978-79: 41). To solve the vocalic problem one may assume PD n. gen. *h3pn-e/os-s 
> Arm. awno-y (note that the word is attested only in the genitive). If dial. *hawn 
belongs here, it may point to *h3epnos- with analogical -a- after the oblique stem. 

An Iranian intermediation has been considered as a possibility (Jahukyan 1987: 
267). 

The connection of Arm. awn to Gr. &pevog ‘wealth’ (Lindeman 1978-79; 1990: 
20); cf. also references in Greppin 1983: 321-322) is doubtful (Clackson 1994: 181), 
as is the appurtenance of this Greek word to *h3ep- (see the references above). See 
also s.v. ap‘ ‘palm of the hand’. 

On the whole, the etymology of Aéaryan can be regarded at least as possible. It 
should be borne in mind, however, that the philological status of the word is 
uncertain; a thorough examination 1s needed. 


awr, gen. awur, instr. awur-b, etc. ‘day; time, age’ (Bible+). 

For the meaning ‘age’ note e.g. P‘awstos Buzand 3.12 (1883-1984: 261", transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 83): Zi awurbk' manuk, tiok' aroyg : *For he was young in years, 
vigorous". 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 617a]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. juap, Arc. duap, -atoc n. ‘day’, rjuépa, Dor., etc. duépa 
*id.; *amor > PArm. *amur < *a"mur > *awur (see Meillet 1922d: 59; 1936: 55; 
HAB 4: 616-617; Clackson 1994: 96-97; Olsen 1999: 176-177). Probably to be 
reconstructed as *Heh;m-or. For further discussion and references, see s.vv. ayr 
‘man’, anurj ‘dream’. 


*awre(a)r, GDPI awrer-a-c ' ‘disgrace, insult, taunt, curse’. 

Attested only in P‘awstos Buzand 5.3 (1883=1984: 1605 transl. Garsoian 1989: 
188): 

Apa patmec 'aw t'agaworin Papay yalags orerac 'n (var. orinac'n), zor ed Hayr 
mardpetn tiknojn P'aranjemay, mor t'agaworin Papay, t'snamans jalanac' i 
berdargel pasarmann; zi ibrew zboz mi, aynpes t'snamaneac‘ zna i Zamanaki, ibrew 
emut andr galtuk, ew ed anargans tiknojn, ew ekn el anti ew p'axeaw; etun zays 
amenayn zroyc‘ t'agaworin : “Then King Pap was told of the curses of the hayr 
mardpet against King Pap's mother, Queen P'aranjem; of his taunts during the siege 
of the fortress, when he had berated her like a harlot at the time that he had secretly 
entered [into the fortress], insulted the queen, come out, and fled. They related all of 
this to the king". 

Garsoian, thus, translates the word *awre(a)r as ‘curses’. Malxasyanc‘ (1987: 
293) renders it as viravorank‘ ‘insult’. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 4: 617b) rejects all the etymological attempts, including the 
comparison with Gr. dpé ‘prayer, curse’ suggested in NHB 2: 1032b. Jahukyan 
1990: 72 (semantic field 21) considers a word of unknown origin. 

The interpretation of NHB is worth considering. We can treat the word as 
composed of an otherwise unattested *aru/w- ‘curse’ (cf. Gr. Att. dpa, Ion. apn f. 
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‘prayer, curse’ < PGr. *arud < *h»ru-éh;-)" and the plur.-coll. -ear, found in e.g. 
ban-ear ‘calumny’ (attested amongst others in the very same source, P‘awstos 
Buzand, see s.v. ban "speech, word"). 

An *h>ru- or *aru- would yield Arm. *arg-. One may therefore posit a QIE fem. 
or coll. *A;(o)ru-h;- (beside *h;eru-eh;- in Greek), or an old *u-stem *h2(e/o)r-u- or 
Mediterranean substratum *arw-. Thus *aru/w- > *aur- + -ear = awrear. For the 
development *aRu- > *awR-, see s.vv. ayr ‘man’, awli ‘a strong fermented drink, 
intoxicating beverage’, awr ‘day’. 

The Greek word (cf. also the verb dépdouai ‘to pray’) has been compared with 
Hitt. aruuae-" ‘to prostrate oneself, bow, make obeisance’ and Umbr. arves 
*precibus' (for references and a discussion, see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 802 = 
1995, 1: 703; Starke 1990: 447, 4471612; Kloekhorst 2006: 83-84; 2008: 213). 

Less probable is the connection of the Greek word with CLuw. hirun, hirut- n. 
‘oath’ (Vine 2005: 260-261 with references and a discussion; Starke 1990: 572-576 
on the CLuw. forms). This etymology has been rejected by Lindeman (1997: 82, 
8250). 


awriord, a-stem: GDSg -i in EpArm.; GDPI -ac‘ in Nersés Snorhali (12" cent.); IPI 
-aw-k‘ in Grigor Skewrac‘i (12-13" cent.) [NHB 2: 940c, s.v. p ‘esawér] ‘virgin, 
young girl’ (Bible+). In fact, the oldest attestation is found twice in pre-Christian 
epic songs (GDSg öriord-i), recorded by the great Armenian historian Movses 
Xorenac‘i (2.50 : 1913=1991: 178°, 179"; transl. Thomson 1978: 192). 
eETYM Lap‘anc‘yan (1961: 121-122, 134) interprets as composed of *awri- ‘lord’ 
(< Urart. euri ‘lord’) and *ord- ‘offspring, son/daughter’ (see s.v. ordi). Aéatyan 
(HAB 4: 619b) rejects this and other etymologies leaving the origin of the word 
open. Jahukyan (1987: 424, 428; 1988: 142) presents Lap‘anc‘yan’s etymology with 
hesitation. Positively: Diakonoff 1971: 84. 

According to Olsen (1999: 531), the second component in awri-ord is the suffix 
-ord (verbal noun/adj.), and *awri- may derive from *atriio- ‘fire-’ as a parallel of 
Lat. atriensis ‘house servant’ from atrium. The compound would correspond, as she 
points out, to Av. atra-karat- ‘der sich mit dem Feuer zu tun macht, dabei tätig ist’. 

As far as the second component is concerned, Lap‘anc‘yan’s etymology seems 
semantically more probable. As for the first component *awri-, one may suggest an 
old borrowing from Iran. *ahur-i- ‘lordly’ (cf. YAv. ahüiri- adj. ‘with regard to 
Ahura(mazda), stemming from Ahura(mazdä)’ vs. ahura- m. ‘god, lord’: *ahur-i- 
‘lordly’ or GSg *ahuriyo- ‘of lord’ > OArm. *a(h)uri- > Arm. *awri-. The Urartian 
comparison should not be excluded; for e : a, see 2.1.1. In either case, the basic 
meaning of the compound is ‘lordly offspring’.”' For the semantic shift, see 3.8.1. 


ap‘, o-stem: GDSg ap ‘-o-y, GDPI ap ‘-o-v ‘palm of the hand; handful’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 364a]. 


30 On the other hand, one may think of Arm. awr, o-stem ‘gall’, which is attested three times 
in John Chrysostom and has no etymological record in HAB 1: 362b. Any relation with Lat. 
aurügö ‘jaundice’? 

3! Alternatively, *awri- may be derived from *h ekr(e)i- ‘young girl’: Maced. dxpeia and 
Phryg. (Hesychius) &xpicuc. On these words, see also s.v. atij. 
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The vocalism of Van dp‘s et'al (frozen API ap‘-s) ‘to go on one’s hands and 
knees’ (Aéatyan 1952: 97) is remarkable, since the word ap‘ is normally reflected in 
the Van-group, viz. Van, Moks, Satax, Ozim as ap‘, with no change in vocalism (see 
HAB 1: 364a; Aéatyan 1952: 25a, 249; M. Muradyan 1962: 193a; Orbeli 2002: 
208). The form dp‘s may then be interpreted as *y-ap‘-s ‘on hands’ through 
Aéaryan’s Law; cf. y-ap ‘-s-i-t‘er-s (Bible+), ¢‘orek -y-ap -k' (Alexander Romance), 
etc. 

Some dialects have forms with -ur, Axalc'xa ap -ur, Larabal, Hadrut‘, Goris 
hap -ur [HAB 1: 364a; Davt‘yan 1966: 322]. Compare t'at -ur from t'at‘ ‘paw’ (on 
which see HAB 2: 138-139; Lusenc‘ 1982: 147, 206b). One may also think of 
contamination with ClArm. burn ‘palm of the hand, handful’ (widespread in the 
dialects; Larabat has the verbal form: p '/n-); further note ClArm. agur ‘palm of the 
hand, handful" (preserved in Xotorjur). 

For the initial h- of Larabat, etc. háp'ur cf. hab in the glossary of Autun 
(Weitenberg 1983: 19; 1986: 98; H. Muradyan 1985: 221b, 226a). This A- probably 
has an etymological value (see below). 
eETYM Since NHB 1: 397a, connected with Gr. &zrc ‘to touch’, oo ‘(sense of) 
touch, the grip’, &yog n. ‘join’ (Pedersen 1906: 428 = 1982: 206; Meillet 1929; 1935 
— 1978: 62; HAB 1: 363-364 with references; HAB-Add 1982: 4; C. Arutjunjan 
1983: 275-276; Ravnzes 1991: 129; sceptical Greppin 1983: 322), which 
presupposes *s/Hap"- or *s/Hap-s-. 

Recently the Armenian and Greek forms have been linked with Skt. ápsas- n. 
‘breast, forehead, front side’, Toch. A apsa ‘(minor) limbs’, Hitt. happessar- ‘limb, 
part of the body’ (see Stalmaszczyk/Witczak 1990: 39; Witczak 1991: 71; Clackson 
1994: 101). This etymology is worth of consideration, although the semantic 
relationship is not straightforward, and the root shape *h,eps- appears to be aberrant. 
For an extensive critical analysis, see Clackson 1994: 98-101; see also Olsen 1999: 
50. 

Since NHB 2: 79b, etc. (see HAB 3: 72b; Jahukyan 1967: 242), Arm. hapax 
*hap op em ‘to kidnap’ (q.v.) has been derived from ap‘ ‘palm of the hand, handful’; 
note the initial A- in Larabal, etc. (N. Simonyan 1979: 221). The relation with unim 
“to take, have’ (Jahukyan 1967: 242; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 276) is uncertain (see also 
Greppin 1983: 322). 


*ap‘i, *ap‘u, etc. (dial.) ‘father’. 

eDIAL Ararat (ÖSakan, P‘arpi) ap'i ‘father’ [Amatuni 1912: 77b], Agulis ap‘ 
‘father’ [M. Zak'aryan 2008: 60], Metri dp 7 ‘id.’ [Atayan 1954: 292], Larabat ap ʻi 
honouring address to old people; Lazax, Ararat etc. ap ‘u voc. ‘father’, ap ‘un ‘father’ 
[Ačařean 1913: 160ab; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 139-140], Sirak, Mus, Alaskert, Xoy 
ap ‘a [Amatuni 1912: 77b; Aéarean 1913: 161a]; Lazax api(n) voc. ‘father’ [Acarean 
1913: 127b]; Agulis apar ‘elder brother’ IM. Zak'aryan 2008: 56], Ararat, Nor 
Bayazet ap ‘er ‘father’ [Aéarean 1913: 160a]. 

eETYM Jahukyan (1972: 300; 1987: 56, 112, 275) interprets these forms as nursery 
words of IE origin, cf. Gr. &zoóg hypocoristic ‘daddy’, &z9a, a hypocoristic 
addressing form between brothers and sisters, and beloved ones, also other 
hypocoristic forms, dzgiov, Anpapıov, anpidıov, Ayla. Note unaspirated dro 
‘father’, Toch. B appo ‘father’, dimin. appakke ‘dear father’ (for the forms see Frisk 
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1: 126, 127; Chantraine 1968-80: 99a, 100a; Adams 1999: 16, 44; cf. Beekes 1977: 
256). Further, note Kurd. abu ‘father’, ap ‘uncle’ etc. (see Alarean 1913: 44, 
considering the resemblance accidental). For some East Caucasian comparable 
forms see Jahukyan 1987: 608. 

The onomatopoeic-elementary character of these words makes a direct equation 
rather difficult. Nevertheless, I see no reason to treat these nursery formations, Arm. 
ap ‘i, ap ‘u, etc. vs. Gr. dnpia, Anplov, Anpög, etc., as independent creations. 

The forms apar, ap er and the like probably represent a blend of ap 'i/u ‘father’ 
and aper etc. < elbayr ‘brother’, cf. Acarean 1913: 44, considering the resemblance 
with Kurd. abu ‘father’, ap ‘uncle’ etc. accidental. On the other hand compare Gr. 
ampapiov. 


ak'alat, o-stem: GDPI ak‘atal-o-c‘ (Hamam, Hesychius of Jerusalem) ‘rooster’ 
(Bible+); agatat ‘id.’ (Asxarhac‘oyc‘); ak‘alal (Samuel Anec‘i, 12" cent.). 
eDIAL Various forms: T'iflis, Hamsen, etc. ak ‘lar (Batgirk* hayoc‘, Amalyan 1975: 
44N'9? glossed by ak’alat and xoroz), Axalc'xa, Ararat ak‘lor, Van ayhlör, etc. 
[HAB 1: 369b]. The form *ak‘lor may be due to contamination with Jor ‘quail’. 
eETYM Patrubány (1906-08 /1908/: 152b) treats the word as composed of *&'ak' (cf. 
French coq ‘cock’) and atat- ‘shout’ (q.v.), thus “shout of a cock”, which is 
untenable. Acaryan (HAB 1: 368-369) posits broken reduplication from *k ‘at-k ‘at > 
*k‘alat and compares the root with Gr. kañéœw ‘to call, summon; to invite; to invoke; 
to name’, Skt. usa-kal-a- ‘rooster’, Olr. cailech ‘rooster’, cf. Gr. nikavog' d 
óAektpoov ‘rooster’ (Hesychius), lit. “early-singer’ (see also Solta 1960: 29-31; 
Olsen 1999: 204). On these IE designations of ‘rooster’ mostly containing the root 
*klh;,-, see Schrijver 1991: 95, 185, 206, 222, 427; 1995: 141, 281, 323; and 
especially Schlerath 1994. 

The initial a- is reminiscent of the obscure a- of substratum origin in some bird- 
names (see Schrijver 1997: 310-313; 2001: 419). On the other hand, one may 
assume a compound with PArm. *ag- or ayg ‘morning’ from *h2(e)us- (see s.v. ayg 
*morning?), cf. the Sanskrit and Greek forms above with usa- and rji, both cognate 
with Arm. ayg-. The Armenian compound *a(y)g-k‘at- would develop to *ak Kol > 
*ak'at-, cf. *h3(e)k"- + -kn > PArm. *ak'-kn > *akkn > akn ‘eye’. See also s.v. 
k'akor ‘dung’. 


ak‘is, i-stem ‘weasel’ (Bible+), dial. also ‘rat’. In Leviticus 11.29, where it is listed 
among unclean animals, the word renders Gr. yaAn ‘weasel’; cf. also mkn-ak ‘is in 
Leviticus 11.30, the exact match (perhaps a calque) for uoyaAn “field mouse’ in the 
corresponding Greek passage (see Wevers 1986: 131; 1997: 154). The counterpart 
of the latter in the Hebrew and Aramaic Bibles is interpreted, it seems, as ‘gecko’ 
and ‘hedgehog’, respectively. In Galen, ak ‘is stands for yaAég [Greppin 1985: 29]. 
The only evidence for the declension class is GDADIPI (y-Jak's-i-c', found in 
John Chrysostom: Zmardik i kroc', ew yak'sic', ew i kokordilosac' zercuc ‘anel. As 
stated in NHB 1: 398b, ak'is corresponds to ‘cat’ in the Greek original. For the 
semantic relationship between the cat and the mustelids, cf. Arm. kuz (HAB s.v.). 
Ereweal oj, kam mukn, kam ak ‘is (Nonnus of Nisibis). 
In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 44" 5*5) ak‘is is glossed as follows: 
titern, kam mknak ‘is, kam getnariwc, kam xlurd. Surprisingly, this is in fact a section 
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of the text of Leviticus 11.30 which follows ak‘is ‘weasel’ and mukn ‘mouse’, 
containing names of animals certainly different from ak ‘is, and not an interpretation 
of the meaning of ak'is by means of synonyms. 

Attested also in a fable of Olympian, see 3.5.2.9. 
eDIAL Preserved in a few dialects: Van dk yis, Moks ak?is ‘weasel’ [Acaryan 1952: 
25, 249]; with a final -t : ak ‘ist ‘weasel’ (Xotorjur),‘rat’ (Axalc‘xa) [HAB 1: 370a; 
YusamXotorj 1964: 432a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 140b] (for the epithetic -t, see 
2.1.31). 

In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia MuSetyan Karnec'i 
(Karin/Xotorjur) one finds agist rendering Turk. xaxum [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 524]. 
C‘ugaszyan (op. cit. 97) points out that ak ist is found in the dialect of Axalc'xa. 
One should also add Xotorjur (see above). Note that Elia Muselyan was born in 
Karin, and that Axalc'xa is closely related to the Karin dialect. However, Etia’s 
father was from Xotorjur, and in this dialect the word denotes ‘weasel’ rather than 
‘rat’, as in Axalc'xa. Therefore, one may directly identify this recording with the 
Xotorjur form. For Turkish qaqum and the Iranian forms, see below. 

For the semantic relationship ‘mouse; rat’ : ‘weasel’ (the latter is the smallest of 
all the mustelids; it is smaller than the rat, Ananyan, HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 164-166, 
168); see below; also s.v. *č ‘asum. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 370a) does not accept any of the etymologies he mentions. 
No etymology has been proposed in recent times either, so the word is not 
mentioned at all in Tumanyan 1978, Greppin 1983 and Olsen 1999. On account of 
the i-stem, Jahukyan (1987: 440) listed it among the theoretically possible 
candidates for Urartian loans, which 1s unnecessary, since the declension class i is 
firmly represented in the native heritage of Armenian. 

Arm. ak ‘is ‘weasel’ can be compared with Skt. kasika- f., which is attested in RV 
1.126.6 in the possible meaning ‘Ichneumonweibchen’ [Geldner 1951, 1: 175; 
Elizarenkova 1989: 158, 622] or ‘weasel’ (see Monier-Williams 1899/1999: 265a; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 330), and is considered a derivation from *kaśī- f. 
[Wackernagel/Debrunner 1954: 428f]. Here belongs also kasa- ‘weasel’. 

The connection of the Sanskrit words to Lith. séskas ‘Iltis’ [Zupitza 1904: 401, 
402, 404; Scheftelowitz 1929: 196] is viewed as uncertain; see Pokorny 1959: 543 
(with a question mark); Fraenkel 2, 1965: 976-977; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 330. 
More positive Mallory/Adams 1997: 439b. 

The existence of and the relation to Toch. *kis, the alleged source of Turk. *kis/ 
*kil ‘Zobel’ is quite doubtful [Šervašidze 1989: 85]. 

If Arm. ak‘is is related, one might reconstruct a QIE *Hkek-ih;- (or *Hkek-i-). 
The initial laryngeal can be neither verified nor disproved since there are no Greek 
and Hittite cognates. The absence of palatalization of *-k- before a front vowel is 
perhaps due to dissimilative influence of the palatal *-k-: *k — k> k‘ — s (instead of 
c' — 8); see 2.1.14. 

The feminine suffix is reflected in the i-stem; cf. s.vv. ayc ‘goat’, gort ‘frog’. 

The only phonological problem is the medial -i- instead of -e-. This can be 
explained by reconstructing NSg *Hkek-s alongside of the oblique *Hkek-. The 
former has been generalized in Armenian, while Indo-Aryan has chosen the latter. 
For the mechanism, see Clackson 1994: 95-96 (further, see s.v. atues ‘fox’). 
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A similar problem of Arm. iz ‘viper’ (q.v.) can be solved in the same way. Note 
that both ak'is and iz are i-stems, so the rise of Ze to i may also be due to 
generalization of genitive *-io-, cf. méj ‘middle’; see also 2.1.2. Thus, ak ‘is may be 
traced back to monosyllabic root nouns (cf. Beekes 1995: 189-190): NSg *Hkék-s, 
obl. *Hkek-. See further s.v. i£ ‘viper’. 

Whether the *-&- of the word was a suffixal element or was reanalyzed as such at 
a certain stage is hard to assess. This probable correspondence might also be 
regarded as a substratum word. Note particularly other animal-names confined to 
Armenian and a few IE and/or non-IE languages which contain *-k- or *-¢"-, 
especially those which are to some extent comparable to mustelids, or are chthonic; 
see HAB s.vv. atues ‘fox’, lusan- ‘lynx’, inj ‘panther’ (Arm.-IAr. *sing"o-), kuz ‘cat; 
marten’, mot-éz ‘lizard’, xl-ez ‘lizard’, etc.; see 2.3.1. 

Bearing in mind these considerations, one might have a fresh look at Arm. axaz 
‘white weasel = mustela alba’, a late hapax (q.v.), which is considered a dialectal 
form of ak'is. If the two are indeed related, one can postulate a non-IE source, 
approximately reconstructable as *Hk"Vk/g"-, from which Arm. ak'is and Indo-Ar. 
*kas- regularly derive, whereas axaz may reflect a lost form of some IE or non-IE 
language of the Balkans or Asia Minor or Eastern Europe, where the initial *H- 
yielded so-called “prothetic” a-, the aspirated *-k”- (cf. s.v. t‘uz ‘fig’) is spirantized 
to *x-, and the medial vowel became -a-. Jahukyan (1967: 307) mentions the pair 
ak'is and axaz in the context of the deviant alternation k‘/x. He does not offer any 
etymology or explanation. It seems important to note that there is a certain 
alternation k/x in words of Iranian or Caucasian origin, e.g. xoz : xoc- : koc- ‘pig’, 
and next to Arm. kngum, k'ak'um, and Pahl. kakom, etc., there is Turk. gaqum 
recorded by Elia Karnec‘i as xaxum (see below). Thus, in an Iranian language, next 
to Indo-Ar. *kas-, there may have existed *xaz- ‘(a kind of) weasel’ from which 
Arm. a-xaz has been borrowed. The initial a- is perhaps due to contamination with 
ak'is. Indeed, one finds Pahl., NPers. xaz ‘marten’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 94), which 
seems to corroborate my etymology. 

If the word derives from *H(e)K"-, one may wonder whether this is somehow 
related with Tsez. *?äg"V ‘mouse’ (see Nikolayev/Starostin 1994: 523), Skt. akhu- 
‘mole (RV +); mouse (Lex.)’, Hebr. ‘agbar ‘mouse’ (cf. Arm. ak'bak', in Bargirk* 
hayoc‘; see s.v.), etc. In theory, akhu- could be a reduplication of the type babhru- ‘a 
kind of ichneumon’, also ‘a reddish-brown cow’ from PIE *b"e-b"ru- (see s.v. *bor), 
thus: *He-Hk-u- > akhu-. The semantic relationship ‘mouse, rat’ : ‘weasel’ is 
impeccable, cf. above, on the dialect of Axalc'xa; Gr. yalgn ‘weasel’, Skt. giri(ka)- 
‘mouse’ (Lex.), etc.; see also below on *c'asum. The whole idea, however, is very 
hypothetical. 

To my knowledge, Pahl. kakom [k’kwm] ‘stoat = the European ermine especially 
in its brown summer coat’ (cf. kakom i sped ‘ermine, white weasel’; see MacKenzie 
1971: 48) has not been yet discussed in this context; cf. Arm. kngum (only in 
P‘awstos Buzand 6.2: kngmeni ‘fur of kngum, Hermelinpelz’) and unattested 
k'ak'um [Hübschmann 1897: 278" HAB 2: 607; 4: 568b]. For Turk. gägum 
recorded by Eha Karnec‘i as xaxum, see above. The initial kn- in kngum is puzzling; 
perhaps, contamination with Iran. *gauna-ka- "baang, farbig! > Gr. ykavvarns 
"Bezeichnung eines persischen  Pelzes",  Assyr. gunakku “N. eines 


162 babic 


Kleidungsstückes", etc. (see Frisk 1, 1960: 292; Toporov, PrJaz (I-K) 1980: 280). 
Or, perhaps, it is a mere nasal epenthesis, on which see 2.1.30.1. 

In my opinion, Pahl. kakum can be derived from a centum form of the 
hypothetical *Hkek-Vm. Amazingly, the existence of such a proto-form and, 
consequently, the reconstruction of this late IE (of substratum origin) animal-name 
may be corroborated by its regular satom reflex in Iranian *ca/asum, hypothetically 
reconstructed by me on the basis of Arm. *c'asum (prob.) *mole-rat', q.v. 

The nature of -um is not very clear. It is reminiscent of the Armenian -mn in 
several animal-names, see s.vv. ayc, lusan-, and 2.3.1. As for the vocalism of the 
suffix, J. Cheung points out to me that the -u- in this environment can go back to 
*-e/o-. One may also think of the final -z in NPers. rāsū ‘weasel’, as well as an 
Armenian u-stem which is very productive in animal-names (cf. aues, -es-u ‘fox’, 
etc.). 


B 


babic* ‘sorcerer’, only in medieval glossaries (see Amalyan 1971: 266). Not in NHB 
and HAB. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. I propose to treat the word as 
composed of *bab-, a reduplication of the verb ba-m ‘to speak, tell’, and the agent 
suffix -ic', cf. t'ov-ic' ‘sorcerer’ from t'ovem ‘to practise sorcery’, etc. For the 
possible ancient meaning ‘to practise sorcery, prophesy, whisper incantations’ of 
PArm. *ba- cf. the Slavic cognates: SCr. bäjati ‘to practise sorcery, exorcize’, Bulg. 
baja ‘to whisper incantations’, CS basne ‘tale’, Russ. básnja ‘fable’, SCr. büsma 
‘incantation’, Bulg. básnja ‘fantasy, fable’, etc. (see s.vv. bam ‘to speak, say’, bankn 
“myth, fairy-tale, riddle’). 


bal, i-stem, o-stem (both attested late) ‘mist, fog’, dial. also ‘white fleck’. 

The oldest appearance in the compound bal-a-jig ‘fog-bringing’ (Hexaemeron, 
see K. Muradyan 1984: 195''). Independently attested in the Alexander Romance, 
Sebéos (7" cent.), Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (13" cent.) [A. G. Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 
1987: 61, 76], etc. 

In the earliest edition of the Alexander Romance, AblSg i balén (see H. 
Simonyan 1989: 439'5): i balen oč‘ karéak‘ tesanel zmimeans “because of the fog 
we could not see each other”. A similar attestation is found ibid. 439". On the next 
page (440'*), the very same context is represented by synonymous vasn Samandatin. 

According to NHB and HAB, bal is an i-stem: GDPI bal-i-c' in Aristakés 
Lastiverte‘i (11" cent.), Chapter 10 [Yuzba&yan 1963: 56'7]; cf. AblSg i bal-e in the 
Alexander Romance. One also finds GDSg bal-o-y (o-stem, thus) in Anania 
Sirakac'i /7" cent./, see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 319"*, as well as in the title of one 
of the following chapters: Yatags baloy “About the bal" (op. cit. 319), 

In Gregory of Nyssa (translated by Step‘annos Siwnec‘i in the 8" cent): 
bal-a-jew, var. bat-a-jew ‘fog-like’ (with jew ‘shape’). 

In the dictionary by Rivola (1633: 52, see HAB 1: 383a): bal-ēš ‘humidity 
originated from (or caused by) fog’. For the suffix, cf. perhaps xarteas (Bible+), 
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xartes (John Chrysostom), xartes (Lazar P‘arpec‘i) ‘light brown, fallow’ (see also 
s.v. *law/p ‘- ‘flat’. I wonder whether there is an etymological or a folk-etymological 
connection with the place-name Bafes. According to a traditional story, the 
place-name has been named *pat-es, literally “frozen donkey" (and later > Bates), 
after a donkey which was stuck and frozen in the snow (see Lanalanyan 1969: 
Le" For the alternation -/I- cf. bat-a-jew next to bal-a-jew (see above). Since 
bal ‘fog’ also functions in the context of the snow-storm (see below for the 
testimony from Bulanax), the motif of the donkey which was frozen in the snow can 
be significant. It is tempting to speculate that the story originally implied a 
folk-etymological play with *bal/Zes ‘fog, foggy weather’ and only later was 
re-interpreted as “frozen donkey”. A similar folk-etymological traditional story is 
found in Lanalanyan 1969: 153-154"??? on Mus, as if named after the fog (msus, 
muž) made by the Goddess Astlik. 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ bal is glossed by giser ‘night’ (see Amalyan 1975: 46"), 
eDIAL Preserved in Alaskert b ‘al ‘eye-fog’, Van pal ‘white dirt on one's tongue 
when one is ill’ (for the semantics, cf. dial. man ‘fog’ and ‘white dirt on one’s 
tooth’) [HAB 1: 383b; Aéafyan 1952: 249], Sebastia bal (and bar) ‘white dirt on 
one's tongue when one's stomach is disordered’ [Gabikean 1952: 101]. Aéaryan 
(1952: 19) mentions Van pal as one of the few exceptions to Acaryan's Law. One 
expects *päl. The compound *bal-öd preserved in Bulanox b'alot' ‘wind 
accompanied by snow(-storm)’ (see HAB 1: 383b) seems to comprise the word awd 
‘air’ (q.v.) as the second component. 

As we can see, the forms are restricted to the Western (mostly to Mus and Van) 
areas, and the atmospheric context has not been preserved in the dialects 
independently. In this respect, particularly interesting 1s the newly-found testimony 
from Kärk än) (Samaxi), in the extreme east of the Armenian-speaking territory, 
where we have pal, as well as pal (with Aéatyan’s Law), see Balramyan 1964: 190. 
Here the semantics is not specified. In a small dialectal text, however, we find päl 
four times clearly referring to the fog or cloud, and glossed by Batramyan (op. cit. 
283) as t'ulb ‘rain-cloud’ and amp ‘cloud’. 
eETYM Since Patrubány (HandAms 1903: 150) and Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 37), 
connected with Gr. gaAóc: Aevkóç ‘white’ (Hesychius), gañıóç ‘having a patch of 
white’, Lith. bälas ‘white’, Latv. bäls, bäls ‘pale’, Lith. bdltas ‘white’, OCS blato 
‘swamp’ (from *b"olH-), OCS belv, Russ. belyj ‘white’ (from *b"eIH-, see also s.v. 
bil ‘light blue’), Lith. bald ‘swamp’ (from *b'olH-eh;), Bel. bel’ ‘swampy 
meadow’, etc. For the semantic relationship ‘white, pale’ : ‘swamp’, see Parvulescu 
1989: 294. 

The etymology is accepted by Acaryan (HAB 1: 383) and Jahukyan (1987: 115, 
from *bhali-). Arm. bal (i-stem) goes back to PIE *b"/H-i-. If the o-stem is old, it 
may be interpreted as a by-form from *b"IH-o-. 

Arm. bal and the cognates are sometimes mentioned in connection with Skt. 
bhäla- ‘shine; forehead’ (cf. bhäti ‘to shine, be bright’ from PIE *b"eh;-), see HAB 
(ibid.); in more recent times, e.g., Springer 1987: 376-377. This would imply that 
Arm. bal must be traced back to PIE *b"(e)h>l-i/o-. However, *b"eh>- seems to be a 
different root (see HAB s.v. banam). Note that Arm. bil cannot be derived from a 
root with an internal *-h>-. 
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See also s.v. bil. 


baxem ‘to beat (said of breast, wave, etc.); to knock (at a door); to strike’ (Bible+). 
Also reduplicated babax- (Bible+). The noun bax ‘stroke’ is attested only in 
Socrates. 

Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.61 (1913=1991: 192°‘, transl. Thomson 1978: 204): 
bazumk' i darbnac‘, <...> baxen zsaln “many smiths, <...> strike the anvil”. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 389b) argues that the late spelling batx- reflects an emphatic 
/baxx-/, where -t- corresponds to /y/ rather than to */. Compare dial. (Larabal) uxay, 
interjection of joy (Aéarean 1913: 866b), which is found in the form Ukay 
numerous times in e.g. HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 633-636. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 1: 389b) does not accept any of the etymological suggestions 
and leaves the origin open. Schultheiß (1961: 221) compares Hitt. walh- ‘schlagen’. 
Jahukyan (1987: 317) rightly rejects the comparison since the initial u- does not 
correspond to Arm. b-, and the -# of the Armenian form is recent and has no 
etymological value (see above). 

Strangely enough, the obvious onomatopoeic origin of bax- (suggested in NHB 1: 
423c) is largely ignored. Onomatopoeic are perhaps also Laz and Megr. bax(-) ‘to 
beat’, although Acaryan (HAB 1: 389b) treats them as Armenian borrowings. 
Lap'anc'yan (1975: 353) considers this view to be unverifiable and points out the 
onomatopoeic character of the word. Note also Russ. bac, babax(-), Engl. bang, etc. 


balbaj-an-k* (API batbaj-an-s in Severian of Gabala), batbanj-umn (GDP1 batbanj- 
man-c ' in Anania Narekac‘i) ‘senile fables, sorcerous or delirious talk, nonsense (of 
fables), silly prattle, maundering’; batbajem (Grigor Magistros), batbanjem 
(Matt‘&os Urhayec‘i) ‘to talk nonsense, chatter, jabber, etc.’ 
eETYM Onomatopoeic word [HAB 1: 397b]. Further see s.vv. barba(n)j 'senile 
fables, sorcerous or delirious talk, silly prattle, maundering’ and *bl-bl-am ‘to 
chatter, jabber, babble, prattle, talk nonsense'. 


bam ‘to speak, say’ (Bible). The verb rarely occurs independently. One mostly finds 
the present singular forms bam bas bay in conjunction with the verb asem ‘to say’. 
For instance, in Deuteronomy 32.26 (Cox 1981: 207): asac'i bam c ruec 'ic' znosa : 
eina Alaonep@ abtoúç. For other examples, see Meillet 1913: 116. A relic of this 
usage is seen in the conjunction bay, ba- ‘that’ (see NHB 1: 430-431 and HAB 1: 
383-384 for more material and a discussion), which has been preserved in the 
dialects, see e.g. V. Arak'elyan 1979: 41; cf. also ba, bas ‘of course, then, thus’ 
(Aécarean 1913: 162a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 142, 165b). Note especially the 
expression ba ¢‘es asi? lit. *wouldn't you say?', which is reminiscent of the above- 
mentioned classical usage of ba- in conjunction with asem. 

For the rich evidence of this verb and its derivatives (bambas-, bay, ban, bankn, 
bar, barbar, see s.vv.), see NHB 1: 430-437, 439, 442; Astuacaturean 1895: 260- 
265, 269, 272-273; HAB 1: 383-386. 

@DIAL See s.vv. bambas-, ban, bankn, bar. 

For ba(s), see above. Beside bas ‘of course, then, thus’ there is also dial. bas 
*conversation; secret, reason; argument' (HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 165-166); 
compare however Kurd. bahs, bás (f.), bas *pacckas, pasroBop; crop! considered an 
Arabic loanword (se Cabolov 1, 2001: 110). 
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eETYM Since Windischmann et al, linked with PIE *b"eh>-: Gr. pnui ‘to say, 
explain, argue’, mpo-pnng ‘announcer, seer, prophet’, Lat. fari ‘to say’, fama 
‘rumour, fame’, RussCS bajati ‘to tell fables’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 427-428; 
HAB 1: 386; Meillet 1936: 154; Pokorny 1959: 105; Frisk 2: 1009-1010, 1058- 
1059; Walde/Hofmann 1: 458; Jahukyan 1987: 115; Mallory/Adams 1997: 535a. 

See also s.vv. babic', bambasem, bay,, ban, bankn, bar, barbarem. 


bambasem ‘to malign, backbite, gossip’ (Bible+), bambas ‘backbite, gossip’ (John 
Chrysostom, Nersés Snorhali, etc.), bambas-ank* ‘backbite, gossip’ (Bible, Movsés 
Xorenac‘i, Gregory of Nyssa, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.). For attestations and 
derivatives, see NHB 1: 430; Astuacaturean 1895: 260. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous: Zeyt'un b ‘ambasil, Hačən b ‘ambasel [Aéatean 2003: 
301], Van pambasel, Ozim b 'ümbasil [Aéatean 1952: 250], Moks pämbäsil, 3sg.aor. 
pämbäs-ic‘ “3nocnosuts’ [Orbeli 2002: 309], Larabat pambdsel [Davt'yan 1966: 
324], etc. [HAB 1: 401b]. For compounds, see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 156a. 
eETYM Composed of 1sg.pres. bam and 2sg.pres. bas of the verb bam ‘to speak, say’ 
(q.v.), cf. bay-ban-ear ‘argument’ (see s.vv. bam, bay,, ban), dial. ase-kose (3sg.pres. 
of asem ‘to say’), asi-asav (1sg.aor. + 3sg.aor. of asem ‘to say’), etc. [HAB 1: 385, 
401b]. 


bay,, i-stem: GDSg bay-i-c‘ (Dawit' Anyatt‘, Nerses Lambronac‘i, etc.), IP] bay-i-w- 
k‘ (Sargis Snorhali, Grigor Tlay) ‘speech, word, verb’ (further attested in Movsés 
Xorenac‘i, Philo, Cyril of Alexandria, Dionysius Thrax, etc. For bay-ban-ear 
‘argument’ (John Chrysostom) and the conjunction bay, see s.vv. bam ‘to speak, 
say’, bambasem ‘to malign, backbite, gossip’, ban ‘speech, word’. 

For the paradigm of bay, see Matzinger 2005: 57. 
eDIAL See s.v. bam ‘to speak, say’. 
eETYM From PIE *b"h>-ti-, a derivative of PIE *b'eh,- ‘to speak’, cf. Gr. paoıs, 
ganic f. ‘declaration, enunciation, rumour’ vs. gyi ‘to say’ [Hübschmann 1897: 428; 
HAB 1: 386a; Meillet 1936: 154; Jahukyan 1982: 46, 125]. See s.v. bam ‘to speak, 
say’. 

bay;, according to NHB 1: 431a, i-stem; but there is only LSg. i bayi (12" cent.) ‘den, 
lair (especially of bear)’. 

In “Otb Edesioy” of Nersés Snorhali (12^ cent., Cilicia) [M. Mkrté‘yan 1973: 
73166]. Ariwe goc‘er i yantarin, ew gisaxanj arjn — i bayin “A lion was roaring in 
the forest, and the flesh-longing bear - in the lair”. Spelled bah in Vardan Aygekc‘i 
(13^ cent, also Cilicia). Older attestations: bay-oc‘ ‘lair (of a bear) (Eznik 
Kotbac‘i, 5" cent.). 
eDIAL According to NHB 1: 431ab and Jaxjaxean — dial. bay and bah. Ačatyan 
(HAB 1: 402b) does not report any dialectal material. Now we can introduce 
Xotorjur bayil ‘to hibernate (of bear)’, bayoc' ‘hibernation place of bear’ (see 
YusamXotorj 1964: 433a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 156, 157). Note that the latter 
form is completely identical with bayoc ‘ of Bank Kotbac‘i (of Kolb). Further: Sasun 
pah ‘den, lair, cave of a bear’ [Petoyan 1954: 152; 1965: 516]. 

Since both “pure” root forms bay and bah (considered dialectal!) are attested in 
authors from Cilicia, and bayoc ' (Eznik of Kotb) has been preserved in Xotorjur, we 
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may hypothetically assume that bay is an old dialectal word restricted to the Western 
(ka) speaking areas. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded by Aéatyan (HAB 1: 402b). 

V. Arak'elyan (1979: 37; 1981: 77) assumes that bay-oc‘ is identical with dial. 
(Ararat) bay! ‘hushaby’ and means ‘sleep’ rather than ‘den, lair’. This is improbable. 
Moreover, bay-oc ‘ ‘den, lair’ is directly corroborated by the dialect of Xotorjur (see 
above). 

Alayan (1974: 35-36) connects the word with Olr. both ‘hut’, Welsh bod 
‘dwelling’; Lith. bütas ‘house’, etc. from *b"(e)uH- ‘to be’; see s.vv. boyn ‘nest; 
den, lair; hut’, boys ‘plant’, etc. According to Jahukyan (1987: 116, 160), the IE 
proto-form may have been *b"ud-t- (= *b"ueH-t-), and the closest cognate — Alb. 
bot/é, -a f. ‘Lehmsorte (zum Polieren); Boden; Erde; Welt’ (< *b"ue/ä-tä-). On the 
latter, see Demiraj 1997: 107. 

Not all the formal details are clear. For the semantic field, cf. the etymologically 
cognate Arm. boyn ‘nest; den, lair; hut’, Skt. bhuvana- n. “Wesen; Welt’ (RV+), etc. 


ban, i-stem: GDSg ban-i, ISg ban-i-w, GDPI ban-i-c', IPl ban-i-w-k‘ (rich evidence in 
the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 260-265) ‘speech, word; Logos; thing; precept, 
commandment, etc.’ (Bible+). 

Plural ban-ear, o-stem (characterized in NHB and HAB as dialectal) ‘calumny’ in 
P‘awstos Buzand (see below), Lazar P‘arpec‘i (acc. z-baner-d) and Vardan 
Arewelc‘i (banear) ‘quarrel’ (Ephrem), baner-of 'pugnatious, quarrelsome’ 
(Ephrem), bay-banear ‘quarrel, argument’ (John Chrysostom) [NHB 1: 432a, 436c- 
437a; HAB 1: 385]. In P‘awstos Buzand 3.5 (1883=1984: 11''°; transl. Garsoian 
1989: 71, see also note 24812): azateal liner Yusik i baneroyn ` “Yusik was delivered 
from calumny". 

Note also the verb banim ‘to work’ (Ignatius, HAB 1: 403b), and banim in Timo- 
t'&os Kuz (Timothy Aelurus, 5" or 6" cent.), see Acarean 1908-092, 1: 368b"! 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects: ban "work, business; thing; subject’, banel ‘to 
work', in some dialects also 'to weave, embroider', with derivatives and a 
considerable number of phrases Amatuni 1912: 85-89; Aëatean 1913: 169-175; 
HAB 1: 403; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 157-161, 162a, 163-164. 

In Nor Naxijewan, Polis (Acarean 1913: 169b), as well as in contemporary 
dialects and in the modern colloquial language, ban is used as a euphemism for 
‘penis’ (and *vulva"). 
eETYM Belongs with bam ‘to speak, say’ (q.v.), from PIE *b"eh>-: Gr. oui ‘to say’, 
etc. Derived from *b'eh;ni-, cf. OIc. bón ‘request, prayer’, OE ben ‘request, 
prayer', see Hübschmann 1897: 428; Jahukyan 1982: 46, 125; Klingenschmitt 1982: 
84, 90; SaradZeva 1985: 79-80; Olsen 1999: 79. Compare also *b'eh -sni-, cf. OCS 
basnb ‘tale’, Russ. básnja ‘fable’, etc. 


bankn ‘myth, fairy-tale' in John Chrysostom (spelled also bangn), Barset Con; API 
bankun-s (Parapm. apud NHB 1: 437a s.v. ban-ik ‘little word’, but according to 
HAB 1: 408a belongs here); bankn-ark-em ‘to tell fables, myths' (Eusebius of 
Caesarea); bunkn ‘idle talk’ (Mxit'ar Aparanc‘i, see HAB 1: 408a). 
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In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia MuSetyan Karnec‘i 
(Karin/Xotorjur) one finds bunk which, together with srnjut'iun, renders Turk. 
hegiat‘ ‘fairy-tale’ (C‘ugaszyan 1986: 54”, 105, 162). 
eDIAL Van päyns, pdns ‘myth, tale’ < *bank/gn-s (Aéarean 1952: 64, 99, 250; cf. 
Srvanjtyanc‘ 1, 1978: 167), Lori bungl, bunkl, ‘riddle’ [Amatuni 1912: 117a; 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 222a; HAB 1: 408a], Larabat, Hadrut‘, Salax-Xcaberd 
pöngal ‘riddle’ [Davt'yan 1966: 324], Juta b 'ungn ‘fairy-tale’, Xian banklik ‘story, 
tale, narrative; fable’ [HAB 1: 408a; Gabikean 1952: 106], Xarberd ‘id.’ 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 162b]. 

The development ba/unkn > bunkl is reminiscent of damon ‘plum’ > Lori dambul 
‘id.’, etc. (HAB 1: 618b), elungn ‘nail’ > Goris fengal (see s.v.). The labial vocalism 
is probably secondary, cf. gayl ‘wolf’ vs. goyl, Larabat kül, etc. For a semantic and 
philological discussion, see S. Harut'yunyan 1960: 7-9. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 1: 437a; Dervischjan 1877: 11), linked with bam ‘to speak, 
say’, ban ‘word, speech’ (q.v.). Ačatyan (HAB 1: 4082) leaves the origin of the word 
open. Jahukyan (1987: 115; cf. H. Suk‘iasyan 1986: 145) reconstructs *b"an-u- and 
marks only the Germanic cognates. Beside OHG bannan *befehlen', Germ. bannen 
‘durch Zauberkraft vertreiben oder festhalten’, etc. note also Skt. bhanati ‘to speak, 
sound’, Khot. ban- ‘to cry out, complain’, etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 244; 
HerkWört 1997: 62b); see also s.v. ban “word, etc". 

The Armenian word may contain the suffix -kn, see s.vv. akn vs. ac‘ ‘eye’, aljikn 
vs. alij ‘girl, virgin’, armukn ‘elbow’, jukn ‘fish’, mukn ‘mouse’, etc. 

For the semantics, cf. RussCS bajati ‘to tell fables’, Ukr. bdjati ‘to tell, narrate; to 
practise sorcery’, SCr. bdjati ‘to practise sorcery, exorcize’, Sin. bajati ‘to talk idly; 
to prophesy; to practise sorcery’, Bulg. bdja ‘to whisper incantations’; CS basno 
‘tale’, Russ. basnja ‘fable’, SCr. basma ‘incantation’, Bulg. basnja ‘fantasy, fable’, 
etc. (EtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 138-140, 161-162; Derksen 2008: 34; see also 
Saradzeva 1985: 79-80; 1986: 192-193). See also s.v. bab-ic‘ ‘sorcerer’. 

According to Russell (1985-86: 5 — 2004: 59), Arm. bankn (referred only to 
Bedrossian's New Dictionary) is probably only a transliteration of NPers. bang 
‘voice, cry’ (cf. Arm. vank ‘syllable’, an earlier Iranian loanword, Pahl. vang). This 
view (cf. also Hiwnk'earpeyentean, rejected in HAB 1: 408a) is untenable because: 
1) the Armenian word is an old and vivid word and cannot be regarded as a mere 
transliteration; 2) its semantics (*myth, fable; fairy tale; riddle’) is remote from that 
of the Persian word (voice, cry, syllable); 3) the etymological connection with native 
words ban, etc. seems quite secure. 


bafat-bim ‘to tell fables, talk nonsense, talk idly, chatter, jabber, etc.’ (Movses 
Xorenac'i, Hexaemeron, Hesychius of Jerusalem, Nerses Lambronac‘i, Vanakan 
Vardapet, etc.), bajat-an-k‘ (APl bajat-an-s in AKings 9.11 rendering Gr. ddo/ecyia, 
Eznik Kotbac‘i, Movses Xorenac‘i, John Chrysostom, etc.), a-stem: GDPI bajat-an- 
a-c‘ (Yovhannes Ojnec‘i), bajat-umn, ISg bajat-mam-b (Hesychius of Jerusalem), 
NPI bajat-mun-k‘ (Vardan Arewelc‘i), APl bajat-mun-s (John Chrysostom), GDPI 


? In Lori, Zangezur, Laradat, this word for ‘riddle’ occurs also in riddles themselves (S. 
Harut‘yunyan 1965: 194bN"!%6AB), 
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bajat-man-c‘ (Hesychius of Jerusalem, etc.) *sorcerous or delirious talk, nonsensical 
fables, garrulity, silly prattle, maundering, bagatelle’. 

A textual illustration from Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.7 (1913=1991: 11175 transl. 
Thomson 1978: 138): T'olum zaraspelac ‘n ajatans “I omit the nonsensical fables". 
eETYM Onomatopoeic word according to HAB 1: 412-413 (with a number of 
examples for -at-). Further see s.vv. bajarel- and especially barba(n)j ‘id.’. 


bajarel, only in a late medievel glossary, glossed by araspelel ‘to tell myths, fables’ 
[Amalyan 1971: 266]. 
eETYM Amalyan (1971: 266) hesitantly links the form with bajat- (q.v.). Further see 
s.v. barba(n)j. 


bar, i-stem: GDSg bar-i (Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i), IPl bar-i-w-k' (Dionysius the 

Areopagite, Yacaxapatum) ‘word’ (Philo, Dawit' Anyalt', Dionysius Thrax), 
‘language, speech’ (Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, Yacaxapatum), ‘melody, tune’ 
(Paterica), etc. 
eDIAL Tiflis (Sayeat‘-Nova) bar, Juta b ‘ar, Moks par [HAB 1: 413a], Zeyt‘un b ‘or 
[Atarean 2003: 301], Satax päř [M. Muradyan 1962: 193b], Ararat, Mus, Larabal, 
etc. *bar ‘word, speech, talk; the way of singing’ [Amatuni 1912: 90b; 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 165a]. 

According to Aéaryan (1952: 53, 250), Van p'ar is a loan from the literary 
language of Polis, hence the initial aspirated p “-. 
eETYM Related with bam ‘to speak, say’ (q.v.); perhaps from *b"eh,-s-ri- [Jahukyan 
1982: 126]. One may wonder whether there is a connection between this *b"eh -s- 
and Skt. bhisaj- m. ‘healer, physician’, etc. (on which see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 264-265). Semantically compare Slav. *badloji ` OCS balii; bali ‘physician’, 
ORu. balii; balija “physician, enchanter’, SCr. bajalo m. ‘sorcerer’, Russ. dial. 
bajala ‘talker, chatterer, story- -teller', Lat. fabula ‘story, tale, fable, play talk’, etc., 
from the same PIE root *b"eh>- (ÉtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 150; Derksen 2008 s.v.). 

See also s.v.v. babic' ‘sorcerer’, bankn ‘myth, fairy- tale, riddle’, barbar ‘human 
voice, speech, word’. 


barnam, 3sg.aor. e-barj, 3pl.aor. barj-in ‘to lift, lift up, extol, raise, bear away’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL The verb barnal (somewhere also *barj-) is widespread in the dialects. In 
some of them it has been contaminated with bern ‘load’ [HAB 1: 415a]. 
eETYM See s.v. barjr ‘high’. 


barbaj (Hexaemeron), barbaj-an-k*, APl -an-s (Eznik Kolbac'i, John Chrysostom, 
Philo, Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i), barbaj-umn, APl barbaj-mun-s in Movses 
Xorenac‘i 2.70 (1913— 1991: 206L12) and Gregory of Nyssa; barbanj (Hexae- 
meron, Yovhan Mandakuni, John Chrysostom), barbanj-an-k* (Grigor Vkayaser), 
API barbanj-an-s (John Chrysostom), a-stem: barbanj-an-ac‘ (Book of Chries, 
Hesychius of Jerusalem), barbanj-umn (Yaysmawurk‘), NPI barbanj-mun-k‘ (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.), APl barbanj-mun-s (Philo), GDPI barbanj-man-c ' 
(Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Yacaxapatum) ‘senile fables, mythic stories, whisper of sorcerers, 
sorcerous or delirious talk, nonsense (of fables), silly prattle, maundering’; the verb: 
barbajem (John Chrysostom, Philo, Hesychius of Jerusalem, etc.), barbanjem 
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(Eznik Kotbac‘i, John Chrysostom) ‘to tell fables, talk nonsense, chatter, jabber, 
etc.’. 

Figura etymologica in Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (5"/7" cent.), in a list 
of sorceries (2003: 1262b'™): zsatanayakan barbanjs barbanjel (alongside with 
yurut e yurt‘el). Here the word refers, thus, to ‘sorcerous or delirious words’. 
eETYM Treated as an onomatopoeia by Acaryan [HAB 1: 419-420]. In my opinion, 
the onomatopoeic nature does not exclude a connection with Arm. *ba- ‘to speak, 
say; to tell fables’ (see s.vv. babic', bam, ban, bankn, bar, barbar) as has been 
suggested by Dervischjan (1877: 11), or with Gr. Papßapos ‘foreign(er), non-Greek; 
uncivilised, raw’, Skt. barbara- ‘stammer’, etc. (Petersson 1920: 74-75). 

For forms with *-/- instead of *-r- cf. Skt. balbala (with kar-), Czech biblati 
*stammeln', Lat. balbutid ‘to stammer, stutter; to speak obscurely, babble’, Engl. 
babble, etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 217-218), see s.vv. batba(n)j- 
*sorcerous or delirious talk, nonsense (of fables), silly prattle, maundering’, *bl-bl- 
am ‘to chatter, jabber, babble, prattle, talk nonsense, sing (said of nightingales), 
etc.’. 

One might suggest a further tentative derivation of *balj- (a hypothetical root of 
batba(n)j-) from IE *b"eh>-d"l-: Lat. fabula ‘story, tale, fable, play talk’; Slav. 
*badli- m. T ‘enchanter, healer, physician’: OCS balii ‘physician’, ORuss. balii; 
balija ‘physician, enchanter’, cf. also SCr. bajalo ‘sorcerer’, Russ. dial. bdjala 
‘talker, chatterer, story-teller’, etc. (on which see EtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 137-138, 
150; Derksen 2008: 32-33, 34 s.v.). A QIE fem. *b'eh>-d”I-iehz- would yield PArm. 
*baldia- (through regular metathesis) > *balj- (*-d'i- > Arm. -j-, see 2.1.22.1). 
Reduplicated *bat-batj- might yield *batbaj- through possible loss of -7- before an 
affricate (see 2.1.22.9). 

The simplex *ba()j- ‘mythic story, fable, sorcerous or delirious talk, garrulous 
talk’ may also be seen in baj-at-im ‘to tell fables, talk nonsense, talk idly, chatter, 
jabber’ and baj-ar-el ‘to tell myths, fables’ (see s.vv.). 


barbar, o-stem: GDSg barbar-o-y, ISg barbar-o-v (rich evidence in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 272-273) ‘human voice, speech, word’ (Bible+), barbarem, 
barbarim ‘to speak, shout’ (Bible, Elise, Ephrem etc.). 
eDIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 1: 420a. According to Aécaryan 
(1952: 53), Van p ''arp'ar is a loan from the literary language of Polis, hence the 
initial aspirated p “-. 
eETYM A reduplicated form of bar *word, speech" [HAB 1: 385b; Schmitt 1981: 
87], see s.v.v. bam ‘to speak, say’ and bar ‘word, speech’. 


bard, GDPI bard-i-c‘ ‘heap of corn or grass’ (Bible+), secondary denominative verb 
bardem ‘to pile’ (Paterica, etc.). 
eDIAL Axalc'xa, Ararat, Mu’, Bulanox, Širak, Aparan, etc. bard ‘heap of corn or 
grass consisting of 30, 36, or 30-40 bunches’, Mus, Aparan, Sip‘an, Van bardoc' 
‘heap of corn or grass’ [Amatuni 1912: 91; Acarean 1913: 177a; HAB 1: 421-422]; 
Satax pärt‘, pärt‘oc‘ ‘heap of 20 bunches’ [M. Muradyan 1962: 193b, 215a], Van 
part’, Moks pärt‘, Ozim b'àrt'uc' [Atarean 1952: 250]; on Van, see below. 
C'arsanéag *bard ‘30 eggs’ [Atarean 1913: 177a]. 
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eETYM Derived from PIE *br-ti-: Skt. prä-bhrti- f. ‘offering’ (RVH, bhyti- f. 
‘support, maintenance’, Lat. fors, fortis f. ‘fortune, chance, accident’, Germ. ge-burt, 
etc.; from the verb seen in Arm. berem ‘to bring, bear’, Skt. bharati ‘to carry, 
maintain, foster, bring’, Gr. p&pw ‘to carry, bear’, Lat. fero ‘to carry, bear’, Goth. 
bairan ‘to carry’, etc. (Meillet 1936: 155; Schmitt 1981: 53, 58, 59; Jahukyan 1982: 
125, 173; Olsen 1999: 81). For further references see HAB 1: 421b; see further s.v. 
berem ‘to bring, bear’. 

For the semantic relationship ‘to bear a child’ : ‘to bear fruit’, note that Arm. dial. 
Van pärt‘ refers to a heap that consists of 30 bunches, and a mother which bore 15 
children is called kes pärt‘ ‘half heap’ [Aéarean 1952: 250,]. 


bark ‘bitter’ (Agat'angelos), ‘angry’ (John Chrysostom+), ‘loud (about talking, 
especially laughing’, John Chrysostom+; on MidArm. attestations, see MijHayBar 1, 
1987: 117b), ‘lightning’ (Bible+), ‘fiery, very hot’ (Geoponicat); barkanam ‘to be 
angry’ (Bible+), etc. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects (mostly of the ka-class), especially in the meaning 
‘strong, hot, ignite (fire, sun)’ [Amatuni 1912: 92; HAB 1: 425; HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 171a]. A textual illustration can be found in a lullaby from Akn: bark arewik 
(the latter word means ‘little sun’) [Palean 1898: 602a? = R. Grigoryan 1970: 
543]. Note also Xarberd barkank‘ ‘passion, strong desire’ [Aéatean 1913: 178b], 
Sebastia bark ‘very hot, strong, bitter (vinegar, pepper, etc.)’ [Gabikean 1952: 110]. 

Papen barak ‘(strong) desire’, barak-barak ‘with a strong desire’ (see 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 167b), if not a secondary creation based on barak(a)c ‘aw 
‘tuberculosis’, lit. ‘thin illness’ (on which see HAB 1: 418a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
167b), this word may belong here, although the second -a- is not clear (see below on 
barak ‘lightning’). 
eETYM The connection with Skt. bhraj- ‘to shine, to beam, to sparkle’ and Gr. 
oAeyw 'entzünden, verbrennen, erleuchten; brennen, flammen, leuchten, glänzen’ 
and many other etymological attempts are rejected by Aëatvan (HAB 1: 424-425). 
Lidén (1906: 57-60) compares Gr. (Cretan) øáypoç ‘whetstone’. Clackson (1994: 
182) and Salmons/Niepokuj (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 510a) are sceptical about 
this etymology, although Frisk (2: 980) is more positive. (This could be promising if 
one assumes 'thunderbolt' as the basic meaning). 

Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 307) proposed to derive bark from PIE *bh(o)rg”- 
‘unfriendly’, cf. OIc. berkja ‘poltern, toben’ (< Germ. *barkjan ‘prahlen, poltern’), 
Latv. bargs ‘streng, hart, unfreudlich, unbarmherzig’, etc., for the semantic 
development comparing Engl. rough 'rauh, unsaft, streng, scharf, herb'. This 
etymology is accepted by Pokorny (1959: 163); Mallory/Adams (1997: 22b), as well 
as, albeit with some reservations, by Jahukyan 1987: 117, 161. He seems to separate 
bark ‘hot, angry, etc.’ from bark ‘lightning’, since the latter is treated by him (op. 
cit. 476, 483) as a loan from an early Aramaic bargd ‘lightning’. The Aramaic word 
is cognate with Hebrew baraq ‘lightning’ (cf. also Arab. barq ‘lightning’) which is 
reflected as barak in the encomium on Mastoc‘ by Karapet Sasnec‘i (12™ cent.): 
barak yarp ‘woyn), interpreted in the margin as p‘aylakn ‘lightning’ (see HAB 1: 
418-419; the missing part of the text of HAB is added in HAB-Add 1982: 5). 
Obviously, we are dealing with Sem. *b-r-q ‘glänzen, blitzen’ (cf. also HAB s.v. 
zmruxt ‘emerald’). 
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There are no strong reasons to treat bark ‘hot, angry, etc.’ and bark ‘lightning’ as 
separate words. We are dealing with a natural semantic development *hot, ignite, 
fiery, shining’ > ‘angry’ (in other words, transition from physical to emotional 
aspect, as in ayrem ‘to burn’ — z-ayr-anam ‘to be angry’, etc. The basic semantics of 
bark could have been ‘(heavenly) light, fire; shining, fiery’ (see also s.v. Sant’). I 
propose to include Skt. bhargas- n. ‘radiance, splendour, light’ (RV), which may 
be connected with OEngl. beorht ‘Glanz, Helligkeit, Licht’. The neuter s-stem can 
belong to a PD paradigm with NSg *b"erg“”-os and oblique *b"rg"”-es-. Arm. bark 
may have generalized the zero-grade of the oblique stem, exactly like in the case of 
another s-stem neuter (PD), also with atmospheric semantics, almost synonymous 
amp/b ‘cloud; (late) lightning (and/or ‘thunder’)’, q.v. A similar case may be seen in 
ayt ‘cheek’ (cf. Gr. olöog, etc.; see s.v.); see 2.22.1. 

According to an alternative etymology, Skt. bhárgas- n. ‘radiance, splendour, 
light’ belongs with Lat. fulgur, -uris n. s-stem ‘lightning’. This brings the semantics 
of the Armenian word even closer, but the *-/- is an obstacle. One cannot rule out 
the possibility of early Aryan borrowings into Armenian (H. Martirosyan 1993, 
unpublished). In this case, Indo-Aryan *b"argas- might have been borrowed into 
Arm. bark regularly. The consonant shift (unvoicing) is seen, e.g., in some old 
Iranian borrowings like partéz ‘garden’. 

I wonder if Indo-Aryan *b"argas- ‘radiance, splendour, light’ and Sem. *b-r-q 
‘glanzen, blitzen’ may be related. Perhaps an old Armenian — Aryan — Semitic 
correlation? 


barjr, r/u-declension: GDSg barj-u, NPl barjun-k', APl barjun-s, GDPI barjan-c‘, 
etc. ‘high’ (Bible+); *-berj ‘high’ in compounds (q.v.); ba&nam < *barjnam, aorist 

*barj-: 3sg e-barj, 3pl barj-in ‘to lift, lift up, extol, raise, bear away’ (Bible+). 

For attestations and a philological discussion, see de Lamberterie 1986a. 

eDIAL The forms barjr and barnam are widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 415a, 

427b]. 

eETYM Since Gosche 1847: 72°, etc. (see HAB 1: 414-415, 427a), connected 

with cognate forms representing the PIE word for ‘high’, *b"erg"-, *b"rg"-u-, *b"rg"- 
(e/o)nt-: Hitt. parku- ‘high’, Skt. brhánt- (f. brhati-) ‘large, wide, abundant, lofty, 
high, strong, dense, loud’, YAv. barazant- (f. barazaiti-) ‘rising high, high, loud’, 
Oss. beerzond ‘high’, MPers. buland ‘high, big’, Germ. Burgund, etc., see 
Hübschmann 1897: 428; Pokorny 1959: 140-141; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 232; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 269ab; Cheung 2002: 173. 

PArm. *barj-u is comparable with Hitt. parku-, and the nasal stem is in a way 
comparable with the Indo-Iranian, etc. For the heteroclitic r/u-declension, see s.v. 
asr ‘fleece’. For a discussion of this and related issues, as well as for -berj, see 
Meillet 1930a; 1936: 62; Godel 1975: 33, 95; E. Tumanjan 1978: 300; Schmitt 1981: 
53, 98, 159, 187-188, 200; Jahukyan 1982: 120-121; Klingenschmitt 1982: 108-109; 
de Lamberterie 1986a; SaradZeva 1986: 29-30; Stempel 1993: 147 (< 1987); Olsen 
1989: 224, 232; Hamp 1990-91; Mawet 1993: 301; Matzinger 2005: 50, 60, 62-63. 
For *-berj cf. Skt. -bárhas- ‘firmness, strength’ in Vedic compounds ddri-barhas 
‘felsenfest’, dvi-barhas ‘doppelte Stärke habend’ (cf. Hamp 1990-91: 9; Matzinger 
2005: 50; for the forms, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 212). 
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For the present barnam < *barj-nam vs. aor. barj-, see Hübschmann 1897: 428 
and apud HAB 1: 414b; Meillet 1936: 54, 111, 118, 130; Schmitt 1981: 45-46, 137, 
147, 200; Klingenschmitt 1982: 107-110; Jahukyan 1982: 170, 183-184, 188, 195; 
Clackson 1994: 21953. 

Further, see s.vv. burgn ‘tower’ and durgn "potter" wheel’. 


barti ‘poplar’; Nersés Snorhali (12" cent., Cilicia; see below on Arevordik )+. 

In Amirdovlat* Amasaiac‘i (medical scholar, 15" cent.), barti ‘poplar’ is equated 
with c'inar ‘plane’ (see Vardanjan 1990: 91, 268, 466); on the correlation between 
the poplar and the plane, see below. 

@DIAL Preserved in AlaSkert, Mus, Ararat, Van group, Xarberd, Zeyt‘un; in some of 
the dialects refers to built materials cut off from the poplar (see HAB 1: 430b, 540a); 
see s.v. *jol(-a)-har-. 

eETYM Liden (1905-06: 490-491) compares Slav. *bersto- ‘elm’ (cf. Russ. berest, 
etc.) and derives barti from *b'rstiia-, assuming a development -rst- > -rt-. He does 
not cite any parallel for this development, however. Acaryan (HAB 1: 430) rejects 
the connection. In my view, PIE *-rst- would rather yield Arm. -rt‘-; see 2.1.22.13 
and s.v. yurt i. One might start from *brH$-t-, since Slav. *bersto- is considered a 
derivative of PIE *b"(e)rHg- ‘birch’: Skt. bhürjá- m. ‘a kind of birch’ (KS+), Oss. 
berz/berze ‘birch’ (on this and other Iranian forms, see Morgenstierne 1974: 20b; 
Oranskij 1975; 1977; Mayrhofer 1979 (< 1971): 128; Cheung 2002: 173), Lith. 
berzas, Russ. beréza, SCr. bréza ‘birch’, OHG birka ‘birch’, MoHG Birke ‘birch’, 
etc. According to the material presented in 2.1.22.13, however, *-R(H)gt- would 
produce -arct- > -ar(c)t‘. Jahukyan (1975: 35; 1982: 57; 1987: 116 /with a question 
mark/, 299) directly derives barti from *b"rg-iio-, listing the word among other 
examples with an aberrant -t- (instead of -c-) from PIE *-g-, cf. art ‘arable land, 
corn-field’ (q.v.), etc. On barti, see also Saradzeva 1981: 165-166; 1986: 67-68; 
Normier 1981: 26-27; Peters 1988: 377. 

The problem of the dental stop of the Armenian form may be due to 
contamination with other tree-names from the Mediterranean and Near East areas: 
Gr. páv n. ‘savin, Juniperus sabina; Juniperus foetidissima’ (also Popazov n., 
Bopativn); Lat. bratus (Pliny) ‘an Anatolian cypress’; Aram. b°rat, Hebr. b’rös, 
Assyr. burasu ‘cypress’ < Proto-Semitic *bravu (see Huld 1981: 303). See also 
1.12.1 on brinc' *snowball-tree'. 

The semantic shift in Lat. fraxinus ‘ash’ (for an etymological discussion, see 
Szemerényi 1959/60: 225-232; Schrijver 1991: 106-107, 186-188, 489), like the 
total loss in Greek, was possibly due to the relative scarcity of the birch in the 
Mediterranean climes (except in some highland niches), see P. Friedrich 1970: 29; 
Mallory 1989: 161; P. Friedrich apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 65b-66a. The semantic 
shift can also be seen in Alb. bredh, -i m. ‘Tanne, Pinus abies’, dial. also ‘Fichte; 
Lärche; Buche’ (see Demiraj 1997: 107-108). 

For the semantic fluctuation between ‘birch; elm; linden’ and ‘poplar; aspen’ cf. 
t'eli ‘elm’ (q.v.), Gr. nzeie-a, Ion. -y ‘elm, Ulmus glabra’, Lat. tilia ‘linden’ > Gr. 
(Hesychius) zıAiaı a iyeıpoı ‘poplar’ (see HAB 2: 171b); Bolgar. dial. jasika ‘aspen; 
a kind of poplar; birch’ (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 626). See also s.v. karb 
‘aspen’. 
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In order to broaden the semantic field around the poplar, aspen, linden, and the 
like, one should include the plane. It must be borne in mind, first of all, that the 
semantic fluctuation between ‘poplar, aspen’ and ‘plane’ is frequent, see H. 
Martirosyan 2008. For the testimony of Amirdovlat‘ on barti, see above. These trees 
seem also to display a similar etymological pattern involving a semantic derivation 
from ideas like ‘shiny, bright’ and ‘pure’. For a possible association with *b"reHg- 
‘to shine’ (cf. Skt. bhraj- ‘to shine, beam, sparkle’, etc.), I refer to Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 270, 280 (with literature). The connection is based on the bright 
whiteness of the birchbark. A similar semantic development may also be seen in my 
tentative etymologies of Candari ‘plane-tree; poplar’ and saws(i). See also below, on 
the cultural data demonstrating an association of the poplar with the ideas ‘shining, 
purity, virginity, innocence, holiness’ and the Sun. The association ‘Sun’ ` ‘poplar’ 
indirectly seen in the cult of Arewordik‘ (see below) can be compared with Heliades, 
the daughters of the Sun in Greek mythology, which have been transformed into 
poplars (Ovid. Met. 2: 340-366; see Taxo-Godi apud MifNarMir 1, 1980: 271a). 

Both the aspen and the plane are considered demonic trees. A reason for this 
could be the fact that the leaves of these trees tremble in the slightest wind (note the 
English expression to quake/tremble like an aspen leaf). On the association of the 
aspen, and, in particular, its reddish wood and trembling leaves, with the demonic 
and chthonic (especially female) personages, see Toporov apud MifNarMir 2, 1982: 
266-267. On the medieval sect in Armenia called Arew-ordi-k‘ “Children of the 
Sun" in general and on the demonic association of barti ‘poplar’ in their beliefs in 
particular, see Alisan 1910: 79-80, 100-104; Karst 1948: 69-70; Bartikjan 1967; 
Russell 1987: 530. 

As noted by P. Friedrich (1970: 157-158); apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 65b), in 
some IE traditions the birch, the poplar/aspen, the linden, and the willow are 
feminine grammatically, lexically, and culturally, and the birch also figures as a 
symbol of young, virginal femininity. There are fixed phrases in the Baltic folklore 
where the word for ‘birch’ is taken to express the meaning ‘purity, innocence’ (of 
maidens and young men): e.g. Latv. brite vel bérza gala “bridegroom and the top of 
the birch tree" (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 620). Russian Castuski about the 
birch reflect almost all the nuances of feelings and emotions of girls [Kulagina 1999: 
98]. The following Castuska (ibid.) can be compared with the above-mentioned 
Latvian phrase: 

Ja na beluju berezku 

Sjadu pokacajusja. 

S kotoroj milockoj guljaju - 
S toj i povencajusja. 

In the Armenian tradition, too, we find relics of a similar association of the poplar 
with the ideas of virginity, purity, motherhood, etc. In Nerk‘in Basen the poplar was 
venerated by girls and women, and was believed to bestow love and children (G. 
Hakobyan 1974: 265). It is told (see Odabasyan 1987: 70) that in Zeyt‘un there was 
a huge protective poplar close to the church of the Holy Mother, and the Holy 
Mother with Jesus on her lap was seen on top of the tree. Note also the motif of the 
bride on the poplar or plane in fairy-tales. In a fairy-tale from Lori (Noyemberyan) 
[HZHek* 8, 1977: 651-669], the bride of a prince, who was born in a forest, in a 
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hollow of a tree and was protected by a bear (arj) and the Holy Mother Mary 
(Mayram astvacacin), loses her sight and is cured by the Holy Mary, who visits the 
bride first in a dream, then in a tree-garden, near a spring under the poplar trees 
(bardi carer). Again, we are dealing with the motif /bride and the tree barti/. 

This preliminary discussion shows that the semantic relationship between the 
poplar and some other trees, as well as the derivation of Arm. bart-i ‘poplar’ from 
PIE *b'rHé- ‘birch’, should be viewed in a larger culturological framework. Further, 
see H. Martirosyan 2008. 


bawil, a-stem according to NHB 1: 478, but without references (spelled also as bawil, 
bawe?) ‘labyrinth’ (Eusebius of Caesarea, Grigor Narekac‘i), ‘a dark, covered place’ 
(John Chrysostom+); bawt-ak ‘a dark, covered place’ (John Chrysostom), bawtak-a- 
jew ‘bawtak-shaped’ (Eusebius of Caesarea). 

In Grigor Narekac‘i 40.2 (Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 409''’; Russ. transl. 1988: 
143; Engl. transl. 2001: 199): Oc‘ bawilk' xorsic', oč‘ Stemarank‘ yarkac‘ : Hu 
XOJIBI COKDBITBIe, HH KJIeTH >KUJMIN : “Nor secret passages, nor living quarters". In 
Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 53"); bawel - sinuac patuacoyk‘, bawił ` k'iw 
teli. This seems to reflect an attestation from the Commentary on Narek (cf. NHB 1: 
478c). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 433b) rejects all the etymological attempts, including the 
connection with Babylon proposed by Hyunk'earpeyentean, and leaves the origin of 
the word open. 

Jahukyan (1991: 36-37) derives the forms bawe? and bawił from QIE *b"au-elä 
and *b"aur-lä respectively, from PIE*b"(e)uH- ‘to be’, linking the Armenian word 
with Gr. g@iedc, qoe "den, lair’ etc. (see s.v.v. bay ‘den, lair’, boyn ‘nest; den, 
lair’). However, the semantics is not evident, and the phonological details are not 
explained. One might posit QIE *b"ou(H)-I-eh>- > PArm. *baw(a)l(a), whence a 
secondary nominative bawił in a way more or less comparable with the explanation 
of lusin ‘moon’ and katin ‘acorn’ (q.v.). However, Gr. owAeog ‘den, lair’ and OIc. 
ból ‘id.’ have been derived from *b"ö-lo- (cf. Alb. botë ‘earth, world’ < *bata, see 
Rix 2003: 365), which makes the explanation of Arm. bawił more difficult. 

Recently, the old connection of bawił with Babylon has been revived (Arcrun 
Sahakyan apud L. Abrahamyan 2004: 17, 175; L. Abrahamian 2006: 217; A. 
Petrosyan 2007: 18-21). Note also babe! glossed as sp'ot'umn, xarnakumn 
‘confusion’ in Onomastica sacra (Wutz 1914: 966"?"), For the notion of Babylon 
‘labyrinth’, see L. Abrahamyan 2004: 179 (with lit.); de Freitas 1987: 413b; and 
especially A. Petrosyan 2007: 18-1959 with extensive literature. This etymology is 
more attractive, though the time (in relation with the chronology of the sound 
change intervocalic *-b- > -w-) and ways of borrowing need clarification. 


bekanem, 3sg.aor. e-bek, imper. bet ‘to break’ (Bible+); iterative bek-t-em (Bible+); 
bek ‘broken, mutilated’ (Bible). 
eDIAL According to Aéaryan (HAB 1: 437a) here belongs Larabat pek “pit; ruined 
place’. Margaryan (1971: 218-219; cf. 1975: 317a, 458a) adds also Goris päk ‘ruin, 
a destroyed and ruinous place; outdoor latrine’, and, rejecting Acafyan’s 
interpretation, derives both forms from bak ‘courtyard, sheepfold’, which is 
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semantically improbable. We may be dealing with two homonymous (and 
contaminated) words. 

On T‘iflis *bokel ‘to fist, punch; to push’ (Aéarean 1913: 200), see below. 
eETYM From PIE *b'eg- ‘to break’, nasal present *b"-n-eg-: Skt. bhanj-, bhandkti 
‘to break, shatter’, ManMidPers. bxt-gyh ‘opposition, division, conflict’, ManSogd. 
Pxt-wnyy “internal conflict, schism’, Olr. bongid, -boing ‘breaks’, etc. For the 
etymology and for the morphology of Armenian nasal-suffixed presents vs. PIE 
nasal-infixed presents, see Hiibschmann 1897: 429; HAB 1: 436-437 with 
references; Kuiper 1937: 117, 123, 150; Pokorny 1959: 114; Hamp 1975: 104, 106; 
Schmitt 1981: 135, 141; Klingenschmitt 1982: 184-185; Clackson 1994: 85; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 242-243; Mallory/Adams 1997: 81a; Cheung 2007: 3-4. 
For the morphology, see also s.v. awcanem ‘to anoint’. 

According to Jahukyan (1985: 155; 1987: 115, 255), T‘iflis *bokel ‘to fist, punch; 
to push’ belongs here too, reflecting o-grade; cf. Olr. bongid ‘breaks’, Dutch bonken 
*schlagen, prügeln', etc. However, the appurtenance of the Irish word is uncertain 
(see Schrijver 1995: 306; Matasović 2009 s.v. *bu-n-g-o- ‘to break’), and Dutch 
bonken 1s considered onomatopoeic (de Vries/Tollenaere 1993: 90b). 


bet-un, o-stem: GDSg bein-o-y ‘product, harvest, semen, fruit’ (Book of Chries, Philo, 
Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, Vardan Arewelc‘i), glossed by sermn ‘semen, seed’ and 
ptul ‘fruit’? in Bargirk' hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 55N1274), adj. ‘fertile’ only in 
ModArm., an-betun ‘fruitless’ (since Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5th cent.), bazm-a-betun 
*fecund, fertile" (Book of Chries, etc.); bein glossed by bert" ‘harvest’ in Bargirk‘ 
hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 55Nr272), beln-awor ‘fecund, fertile, fruitful’ (Book of 
Chries, Philo), beinaworem ‘to fecundate, impregnate’ (John Climachus, Nersés 
Lambronac‘i); bei-mn, GDSg belman ‘semen, sperm’ (Timot'eos Kuz = Timothy 
Aelurus), beimn-a-ber ‘fecund, fertile, abundant’ (T'eodoros K'rt'enawor), beimn- 
awor 'fecund, fertile, abundant’ (Philo), beimnaworem ‘to fecundate, impregnate’ 
(Grigor Narekac‘i); later bazm-a-bet ‘fecund, fertile’ (Ganjk‘, Karapet Vardapet). 

According to Acaryan HAB 1: 439a, the root bet in bazm-a-bel (with bazum 
‘many, abundant’) is made up on the basis of a wrong interpretation of bel-un in 
synonymous bazm-a-belun as an adjective. However, there is nothing against 
postulation of a noun bef ‘product, harvest, semen, fruit’ in bazm-a-bel exactly as the 
noun bei An in bazm-a-belun. 
eETYM Acafyan (HAB 1: 439a) accepts none of the etymologies and leaves the 
origin of the word open. Adontz (1937: 9) derives the word from PIE *b"el- ‘to 
blow, grow, swell’, cf. Gr. gadiocg m. ‘penis’, qgoAAopitc ‘to have an obscene 
conduct’ (Chantraine 1968-80: 1175), Olc. boli ‘bull’, etc.’ Further see s.v. bolor 
*whole, entire; round, spherical; circle; bud, etc.". 

The independently unattested root *be? may be regarded as a noun (see above) 
meaning ‘product, harvest, semen, fruit’ and derived from QIE *b'el-no-; note Gr. 
Q04A0c, which points to zero grade, however. For synonymous be!(-n) vs. bei-mn cf. 
kot vs. kot-mn ‘side’, jer vs. jermn ‘warm(th)’, etc. If one prefers to posit an 
underlying PArm. verbal *be/- ‘to impregnate, fertilize’, a nasal present *b^el-ne- 


9 A connection with Gr. oa)Aog has been suggested already by Hiwnk‘earpéyéntean and 
rejected in HAB 1: 439a. 
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may be posited. For bei mn ‘semen, sperm’ compare especially ser-mn ‘semen, seed’ 
vs. ser ‘tribe, birth, generation’ and verbal sere/im ‘to grow, multiply, etc.”. 


berd, a-stem: GDSg berd-i, ISg berd-a-w; i-stem: ISg berd-i-w, GDPI berd-i-c‘, IPL 
berd-i-w-k‘ ‘fortress’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Present in a number of dialects [HAB 1: 443a]. 
eETYM The Indo-European origin and the connection with *berj- and barjr ‘high’ 
(for references and a discussion, see HAB 1: 442-443; Schmitt 1972-74: 9, 24) are 
untenable. Most probably berd is a Semitic loan, cf. Aram. birta, Akk. birtum (see 
HAB 1: 442b; Jahukyan 1987: 476). Further, see Ravnzs 1991: 97-98. 

The connection with Syriac merda ‘castle’ is rejected by Hübschmann (1897: 
301) because of the anlaut. Eilers (1953: 73,; 1971: 62114) discusses this in the 
context of b-/v- alternation. On the other hand, he (1971: 62114; 1974: 4969) involves 
Iran. bard ‘stone’. 


berem, 3sg aor. e-ber ‘to bring, bear, give fruit’ (Bible+). 

For an extensive treatment of the paradigm of berem in the historico-comparative 
context, see Meillet 1936: 155-157; Laragyulyan 1961: 80, 87-108, 146-148 et 
passim. Further see Ravnes 1991: 51, 74-76. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 441b]. 
eETYM Since Acoluthus (1680 apud HAB 1: 441a), etc., linked with the PIE term for 
‘to bring, bear’, *b"er-: Lat. ferö ‘to carry, bear’, Gr. gépo ‘to carry, bear’, Skt. 
bharati ‘to carry, maintain, foster, bring’, Goth. bairan ‘to carry’, etc. [HAB 1: 440- 
441; Hübschmann 1897: 429; Pokorny 1959: 128, 129; Schmitt 1981: 48; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 246-249; Mallory/Adams 1997: 56]. 

For 3sg.aor. e-ber < *é-b'er-et, also present in a number of dialects such as Moks, 
etc., cf. Skt. a-bhar-at, Gr. E-pep-e. 


-berj ‘high’ in compounds barjr-a-berj ‘very high’ (Bible+), erkn-a-berj 
‘himmelhoch’ (Eznik Kolbac'i, Agat'angelos, etc.), lefn-a-berj “berghoch’ (Eznik 
Kotbac‘i), etc. 

In the late medieval dictionary Bargirk' hayoc‘ [Amalyan 1975: 55" ?"'] we find 
berj glossed as barjr ‘high’ and sen “building, village’. 
eETYM See s.v. barjr ‘high’. 


bzzel (John Chrysostom), bzzal (Grigor Magistros) ‘to buzz’, said of flies, bees, 
beetles and other insects. Deverbative nouns bzz-ank' and bzz-umn (Nerses 
Snorhali). 
eDIAL The verb bzzal is widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 445a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 189b]. 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 444b), this is an onomatopoeic verb which is 
etymologically unrelated with other similar forms found in IE (Engl. buzz, etc. ) and 
non-IE (for Caucasian parallels, see Jahukyan 1987: 588, 602) languages. However, 
the onomatopoeic nature of the word cannot categorically exclude the etymological 
connection. Further see s.v. bzé/iz ‘beetle’. 


bzez, o-stem: GDSg bzez-oy in Geoponica; i-stem: GDSg bzez-i Oskip'orik (both 
attestations are late) ‘beetle, dung-beetle' (API bzez-s in Hexaemeron, see K. 
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Muradyan 1984: 259L4); bziz, o-stem: GDPI bzz-o-c‘ in Grigor Magistros (11th 
cent.) ‘id.’ (attested also in Canon Law). 

The Armenian word renders Gr xávÜapoc ‘a kind of (dung-)beetle, Scarabaeus 
pilularius’ in Hexaemeron [K. Muradyan 1984: 259'*, 372b]. 
eDIAL Mus bzez, Xarberd b zez [HAB 1: 445a], Sebastia bzez [Gabikean 1952: 116], 
etc. 
eETYM Certainly related with bzz- ‘to buzz’ (q.v.). Mentioned in Greppin 1990: 70 
without an etymological note. Regardless of the obvious onomatopoeic nature of this 
insect-name (cf. also Engl. buzz, etc.), one might nevertheless suggest a further 
tentative analysis. 

If Lat. fucus, -1 m. ‘drone’, Slav. *bucati ‘to buzz, hum’, OCS *bucela ‘bee’, etc. 
go back to IE *b"(o)uk”- ‘a kind of buzzing insect’ (see Gamkrelidze Ivanov 1984, 
2: 602, = 1995, 1: 51651), one may assume that the same etymon yielded *bus 
through regular palatalization of the velar after *-u-. The sibilant would easily 
become voiced through contamination with the onomatopoeic bzz- ‘to buzz’. We 
arrive at a PArm. hypothetical *buz, which strikingly coincides with Partizak, 
Manisak (< Ham$en) buz ‘an insect which badly bites cows’, glossed by p 'ek ‘elek 
(see Ter-Yakobean 1960: 472); perhaps ‘drone’ or ‘hornet’. The ending -ez is also 
found in some insect- and lizard-names, such as x/ez and mołēz/s ‘lizard’ (HAB 
s.vv.), dial. dzez ‘beetle’ (HAB 1: 445a), *di-ez ‘bee, bumble-bee’ (q.v.). 


bil ‘light-blue’ (?). 

Attested only in Step‘annos Siwnec‘i (8" cent.), denoting a kind of fish. 
eETYM NHB (1: 489b; cf. 2: 652c) takes the word to mean ‘light-blue’ and 
compares it with Arm. dial. pluz ‘blue’, Ital. blù, etc. Abetyan and Aéaryan (see 
HAB 1: 450) reject the meaning ‘light-blue’. After an extensive discussion, 
however, Alayan (1974: 44-47) advocates the basic meaning ‘light-blue’, which has 
developped into the fish-name (cf. the fish-name kapoyt which follows bil in the 
list). Then he connects bil with OCS běl», Russ. bélyj ‘white’, etc. from PIE 
*b'elH-, see also s.v. bal ‘mist, fog; (dial). white fleck’. The same etymology has 
been proposed independently by SaradZeva (1976: 191; 1980c; 1986: 97-98). The 
etymology is accepted by Jahukyan (1987: 115, 160, 270). For the semantics cf. 
lurt% ‘light, shiny; light-blue’. SaradZeva (1986: 375,3) wonders if Arm. pluz ‘blue’ 
(Ararat pliz, Agulis ploz, see HAB 4: 87b) is related to Engl. b/ue, etc.; cf. the idea 
of NHB above. 

Compare also *bt-et (see HAB 1: 456a). 


*bl-bl-am ‘to chatter, jabber, babble, prattle, talk nonsense, sing (said of nightingales), 
etc.". 
eDIAL Ararat, Lori, Lazax, Larabat, Mu& bibl-al, blbl-ac ‘nel, see Amatuni 1912: 
104b; Acarean 1913: 192-193 (with derivatives). 
eETYM Onomatopoeic verb, cf. Engl. babble, etc. See also s.vv. batba(n)j-, 
barba(n)j 'sorcerous or delirious talk, nonsense (of fables), silly prattle, 
maundering’. 


blit‘, a-stem in NHB, but without ref. ‘a roundish soft bread’ (Bible+); bit*-ak ‘lobe of 
the ear’ (Bible); ‘lobe of the liver’ (Gregory of Nyssa). In Dawt‘ak (7^ cent.) apud 
Movsés Katankatuac‘i 2.35 (1983: 228): bit‘aks oc'xarac* “soft meat of sheep” 
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(oc xarneri p‘ap‘uk mis) [V. Arak'elyan 1969: 178)] or “choice morsels of sheep” 
[Dowsett 1961: 147]. 

eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Xarberd, Xotorjur, T‘iflis, Axalc'xa (6 lint’, 
Larabat, Van, Moks, etc., basically meaning ‘a kind of cake’ [HAB 1: 454]. The 
meaning in Moks (pelit', GSg pelt'2^) is thoroughly described in Orbeli 2002: 312. 
Remarkably, Ararat, Moks, etc. also have the meaning ‘a small swelling' [Amatuni 
1912: 105a]. 

eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 1: 454a. Jahukyan (1971: 49- 
50; 1987: 117, 161) derives from PIE *b"/-ei- ‘to swell’ (cf. Gr. pAıödo, etc.). This 
proto-form would yield Arm. *e-łbi-, however. Olsen (1999: 244, 948) places blit‘ 
in the list of words of unknown origin, not mentioning any etymology. 

The semantics of blit‘ ‘a roundish soft bread; lobe of the ear or the liver; (dial.) 
swelling’ is remarkably close to that of boy-t' ‘lobe of the ear or the liver; thumb; 
hump’; ‘young of a frog’ (q.v.). The basic meaning is ‘a soft lump of something; 
swelling; a roundish projecting part of the body’ < ‘swollen, grown’. One may 
therefore derive bl-it‘ from *bul < PIE *b^uH-I-, from the root *b"euH- ’to grow’. 
The full grade is reflected in boy! (q.v.). Note that both b/-it‘ and boyt‘ (if from 
*bu-it‘) contain the suffix -it' (see 2.3.1). Since boyl is an i-stem comparable with 
Uran. *b"ür-i- ‘abundant’), one wonders whether the vocalism of the suffix in bl-ir‘ 
can be explained by the same *-i-; thus: *bul-i-t'V- > blit‘, 


blur, o-stem: GDSg b/r-o-y (frequent in the Bible; also e.g. in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.39, 
2.86, 1913-1991: 165, lines 3 and 11, 233'?), LocSg i bir-i, IPl bIr-o-v-k‘, GDPI blr- 
o-c‘ (abundant evidence in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 296); a-stem: IPI blr-a-w- 
k‘, var. blérok‘ (Zeno, see Xat‘ikyan 1949: 81b! r-stem: GDSg bler (Zenob, 
Yovhan Mamikonean: HAB 1: 455b), ISg bler-b (Oskip‘orik) ‘hill’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Mus, Alaskert, Ararat b'lur, Zeyt'un b'ülür [HAB 1: 456a] or b'ülüy 
[Aéatyan 2003: 302]. 
eETYM Since Thomaschek (see HAB) and Petersson (1916: 260-262), linked with 
Olc. bali ‘Erhöhung entlang dem Uferrande; kleine Erhöhung auf ebenem Boden’, 
Welsh bál f. ‘Erhöhung, Berggipfel’. Accepted in HAB 1: 455-456; Jahukyan 1987: 
115, 235 (on the suffix), 582-583. See Pokorny 1959: 120-122, the root *b"el- ‘to 
grow, swell’, with Arm. bel-un ‘fertile’. Arm. bl-ur is considered to reflect *b"öl-. 
For the formation, see s.v. anur ‘ring’ and Olsen 1999: 33. 

Uncertain. 


*bi- ‘to shout’ (dial.): Van *blal ‘to cry loudly (said of children)’ [Acarean 1913: 
195a], Larabat, Ararat, etc. *bt-bt-al, *bt-t-al, *bi-aw-el ‘to shout (said of animals 
and people)’ [Amatuni 1912: 106-107; Acafean 1913: 195ab]. 
eETYM No etymology is known to me. 

See s.v. bot-ok‘ ‘loud complaint, cry’. The form *bt-aw- is reminiscent of 
Larabat, Ararat onomatopoeic kr-av-el ‘to croak’ (said of crows) vs. dialectally 
widespread kr-kr-al ‘id. (said of birds, particularly crows, as well as of frogs, snakes, 
buffalos, etc.)’; see HAB s.vv. agraw ‘crow’, ka(r)kac ', and krunk (q.v.). 


bolor, o-stem: ISg bolor-o-v (8 times in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 301c), i-stem: 
ISg bolor-i-w (Plato), GDPI bolor-i-c‘ (Book of Chries, Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘whole, 
entire; round, spherical; circle’ (Bible), ‘calyx of a flower, husk, rosebud, an 


*boxi 179 


ornament’ in IPI bolor-i-w-k' (Wisdom 2.8, rendering Gr. xáAvé, and Book of 
Chries), bolor-ak ‘round, circular’ (Bible+), bolorem ‘to twist round, coil, plait, 
gather’ (Bible+); bolor-ek‘-ean/-in, ec -un(-c ‘), -ek‘-um-b-k‘ ‘the whole of’ (Gank 
Kotbac‘i, Ehse, Philo, Book of Chries, etc.); bolor-Si ‘round, circular, revolving, 
versatile’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL The form bolor(-k‘) is widespread in the dialects, in meanings ‘around’, 
‘round, circular’, ‘whole’, etc. [HAB 1: 462a]. HamSen poloydik' ‘environs, 
neighbourhood, surroundings’ is from *bolor-ti-k‘ [HAB 1: 462a; Acaryan 1947: 
223], cf. Akn bolortik' or bolarti ‘id.’ [Gabrielean 1912: 248]. See also s.v. *boyl 
"ball of dough’. 

eETYM Since long (see HAB 1: 461-462 with references; Jahukyan 1987: 115), 
derived from PIE *b'el- ‘to blow, grow, swell’, cf. Gr. pañAóç m. ‘penis’, OIc. boli 
‘bull’, OSax. bula ‘id.’, bulluc “young bull’, Engl. bull ‘id.’, Lat. follis ‘leather bag 
filled with air, ball (on which see Schrijver 1991: 177, rejecting the comparison 
with Lat. flare ‘to blow', OHG blaen ‘id.’ < *b" leh ;-ie/o-, OHG blaàsan ‘id.’ < 
*b''Teh ,-s-, etc.), Olr. ball ‘body part’, OHG bolla f. ‘Wasserblase, Fruchtbalg oder 
Knoten des Flachses’, bilorn ‘gum (in mouth)’, Sax. bealluc m. ‘testicle’ < *b"ol-n-, 
Olc. bollr ‘ball, testicle’, Old Swedish bu/olde ‘swelling, abscess, tumour’, bu/olin 
‘aufgeschwollen’, etc. 

Standard dictionaries (Pokorny 1959: 120-122; Mallory/Adams 1997: 71b) 
mention under this root only Arm. beiun ‘product, harvest, semen, fruit’ (q.v.), 
etymologized by Adontz (1937: 9). Further see s.vv. blur ‘hill’, bolj ‘swelling, 
tumour, wound’, *boyl ‘ball of dough’. 

For the structure of bol-or(-) and Hamsen *bolor-t-i-k‘ ‘surroundings’ compare 
ol-or(-) nd olor-t ‘winding, etc.’; for bol-or-si cf. gol-or-si ‘vapour, steam’ vs. gol 
‘warm’ (q.v.), layn-si vs. layn ‘broad’, see HAB 1: 461; 3: 551-552; Greppin 1975: 
116, 130; Jahukyan 1998: 29; Olsen 1999: 509-510, 524-526. The pattern bol-or : 
blur ‘hill’ is reminiscent of kotor : ktur ‘cut’ [Olsen 1999: 525661]. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 461b), here belongs also MidArm. and dial. 
Axalk‘alak‘, Širak, Ararat, Mu’, Van pl-or ‘testicle’ (Amatuni 1912: 27b; Aëatean 
1913: 913b), cf. OIc. bollr ‘ball, testicle’, etc. The Armenian form points to *b-, thus 
one may think of Skt. buli- f. ‘buttocks; vulva’, Lith. bulis (-iés), bülé, bulé 
‘Hinterer, Gesäß’; cf. also MidArm. pipl-k-el ‘to blossom, bud’, Erznka pllik 
‘vulva’, Larabal, Ararat pupul ‘penis’, etc. The fluctuation b-/p- (PIE *p"_/b-) may 
be due to soundsymbolic nature of words, note further p/pjak ‘bubble’ vs. botboj 
“blossom, sprout’. 


*boxi, *buk*i ‘hornbeam’ (dial.). 

eDIAL Lori, Lazax boxi, Larabat pexi, rural pik ‘i ‘hornbeam’ (Amatuni 1912: 112a; 
Acafean 1913: 200a; Alisan 1895: 96), Burdur bexi ‘id.’ IN Mkrté‘yan 1971: 198]. 
Larabat poxi/e and péxi (Davt‘yan 1966: 328) regularly reflect *boxi by Aéatyan’s 
Law (see 2.1.39.1), whereas pük ‘i presupposes *buk i. 

eETYM Connected with Gr. gyydc f. ‘oak’, Lat. fagus f. ‘beech’, OIc. bók ‘beech’, 
OHG buohha ‘beech’, Goth. boka ‘letter’, etc. (Jahukyan 1972: 317, referring to 
Aéaryan). The appurtenance of Slav. *buzo ‘elder’ and Kurd. büz ‘elm’ is uncertain. 
For a discussion of the IE forms, the vocalic problem and the ‘beech’-argument, see 
Osthoff 1905: 249-258; Thieme 1953: 546; Eilers/Mayrhofer 1962; Lane 1967; P. 
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Friedrich 1970: 106-115; Krahe 1970: 55-56; EtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 172; 
Henning 1977; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 621-623 = 1995: 533-535; P. Friedrich 
& Mallory apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 58-60; Blazek 2002; de Vaan 2008: 199. 

Jahukyan (1972: 31767) points out that the appurtenance of the Armenian form to 
this term is doubtful because of the vocalism. Note, however, that some cognate 
forms show possible traces of -u after the root vowel. As for the -x- and -& - instead 
of the expected -k-, I propose to posit forms with tree-suffixes -x-i (see s.vv. 
kalamaxi, melex, and 2.3.1) and -k‘-i (cf. Lori kaina-k‘-i vs. ClArm. kain-i ‘oak’). 

This Armenian word is confined to the N, NE and E peripheries. This is in 
agreement with the geographical spread of the beech-tree (see literature above, 
particularly the map in Mallory/Adams 1997: 59). For the semantic relationship 
‘beech’ : ‘hornbeam’, see P. Friedrich 1970: 99-101; Mallory/Adams 1997: 273. 

I conclude that Arm. *boxi and *buk‘i may be traced back to *bo(k)-x-i and *buk- 
k -i, respectively. The reconstruction of the QIE form (*b"eHug-, *boh;g-?) remains 
unclear . 


*boxoxié, Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 113°), ankiceal (unclear word, see HAB 


2: 129) is glossed as follows: xrtuilak, kam xocic, kam boxoy xez (var. xic). As is 
clear from the equivalents xrtuilak and xocic (also as a separate gloss: Amalyan 
1975: 145??5. boxoy xic must have meant ‘scarecrow’. 

eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 1: 462b) posits *boxoxic and does not record or offer any 
etymology of the word. 

I propose to interpret it as composed of *bo- ‘bogy’ and *xoxic. The latter is 
reminiscent of xocic ‘scarecrow’, mentioned in the same gloss. This is linked with 
xucic, attested in Evagrius of Pontus. The by-form *xox-ic may be corroborated by 
Sebastia xoxoj. See 1.12.4 for more details. 


bok adj. and adv. ‘barefoot’ (Bible*), bokanam ‘to become barefoot’, bokac ‘eal 
(Bible); bok-otn ‘id.’ (Grigoris Arsaruni, Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, etc.), a 
compound with otn ‘foot’; MidArm. bok-ik ‘barefoot’ (MijHayBar 1, 1987: 128a). 
eDIAL The pure forms bok and bok-ik are not recorded. The MidArm. diminutive 
form *bok-ik yielded *bobik in practically all the dialectal areas (in a few of them: 
*bob-I-ik), and tépeg” in Larabat (HAB 1: 463a). The form *bobik is explained 
through a simultaneous process of assimilation and disimillation, and Larabat *topik 
reflects a further development, perhaps prompted from the compound *otn-a-bobik 
(see 2.1.25). 

The MidArm. and dialectal diminutive forms bok-ik and *bob-ik are recorded 

already in NHB 1: 503c. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *b"oso-, cf. Lith. bäsas, OCS bos» ‘barefooted’, OHG bar 
“naked, bare’, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 430; HAB 1: 462-463; Pokorny 1959: 163; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 45b). For a discussion of the -k, see s.v. merk ‘naked’. 


bot ‘a kind of plant’ (Galen, etc.). 
eDIAL In several dialects, in the meaning "a kind of bitter field-plant, — Turk. 
/c'asur^ [HAB 1: 464b]. The plant plays an important role in the epic song “Karos 


xa¢‘” (see Harut'yunyan/Xaéc'atryan 2000, passim). In a Moks version: pate xac‘ 
[Yovsep'eanc* 1892: 12]. In Orbeli 2002: 315, Moks po? is glossed in square 
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brackets as ‘rpa6’ = ‘hornbeam’. This seems to be due to confusion with *boxi 
‘hornbeam’ (q.v.). 
eETYM See s.v. botk. 


botboj, o-stem: GDPI bofboj-o-c‘ (Agat‘angetos, Book of Chries), IP] botboj-o-v-k ‘ 
(Agat'angelos, 5th cent.); i-stem: GDPI botboj-i-c ' (Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i), IPI 
botboj-i-w-k‘ (Gregory of Nyssa, and a homily attributed to Movsés Xorenac‘i); a- 
stem: GDPI botboj-a-c‘ (Gregory of Nyssa), IPl botboj-a-w-k‘ (Hexaemeron: K. 
Muradyan 1984: 129^, and Gregory of Nyssa) ‘sprout, offshoot, blossom, bud’ 
(Bible+); denominative verbs botbojem ‘to germinate, bud, sprout’ (Bible+), 
botbojanam ‘id.’ (Philo, Gregory of Nyssa). 

In Job 15.30 (Cox 2006: 127) and Song of Songs 2.13 Arm. botboj renders Gr. 
Biaotoc and ÖAvvVog, respectively. 

@DIAL No dialectal record in HAB 464-465. 

V. Arak‘elyan (1984a: 142) derives dial. (the village of Kotayk‘/Elkavan) 
bhaxpuc ‘bubble-like formation on the bread called /avas; bubbled bread’ from 
botboj, and patocak ‘bubble’ from pipjak, and states that bolboj and pipjak are 
confused in HAB. Indeed, Aéaryan lists this and related forms below under the entry 
plpjak ‘bubble’, HAB 4: 91a. The thing is that it is not always easy to distinguish 
between these forms because such consonant clusters must have been subject to 
assimilatory and dissimilatory processes. Further on the fluctuation b-/p- see in the 
etymological section. 

The noun *bxbuc is also found in Nor Bayazet (Aéarean 1913: 194a); note also 
the verb bxbc- ‘to bud, germinate’ (of flowers), for a textual illustration see 
P'iloyeanc* 1888: 25" *. Further cf. some forms recorded in Aéatean 1913: 194a. 
Probably here belongs also Larabat pxpxótil “to germinate, bud’ (cf. HAB 1: 481b). 
eETYM Aéatyan (Adjarian 1918: 162; HAB 1: 464-465; see also Jahukyan 1987: 
115; cf. Olsen 1999: 9363) treats botboj as a reduplication of the type of doldoj 
‘quivering’, from the root seen in bof ‘a plant’, botk ‘radish’ (q.v.), as well as with 
Lat. folium n. ‘leaf; petal (esp. of a rose)’ and Gr. qU/A4ov n. ‘leaf’. 

The etymology is quite acceptable. In my opinion, Arm. boldboj is to be treated as 
a reduplication of *boZj- from QIE *b"ol-io-, cf. Lat. folium and Gr. qUAAov, 
probably from the o-grade form, too (see Beekes 1990a: 378; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
348a; for discussion on this etymon see also Schrijver 1991: 131, 177); note Lat. 
flos, floris m. “blossom, flower; youthful prime’, etc. Further see s.v.v. botk ‘radish’, 
bolj ‘swelling, tumour’. Thus: *bot-botj > botboj. 

There seems to be some kind of relationship between botboj ‘blossom, sprout’ 
and pipjak “bubble’Interesting are p(I)pluk ‘bud, gemma’, Trapizon bumbulak < 
*pumpul-ak ‘bud’, etc., astonishingly reminiscent of Lith. bumbulas ‘bud’, etc. The 
fluctuation b-/p- (IE *p!_/b-) may be, apart from reasons mentioned in the dialectal 
section, due to soundsymbolic origin; cf. Engl. bubble, etc. 


botk ‘radish’. In the later literature: Galen (= Gr. pagavic [Greppin 1985: 95]), 
Geoponica, etc.; see NHB 1: 504a; Alisan 1895: 98-99; Norayr Biwzandac‘i 1923: 
503-504 (according to him, = Fr. raifort). 

The oldest appearance of the root is seen in botk-uk, with a diminutive suffix -uk, 
attested in Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 304): botkukk‘ eljerac‘ ort‘uc‘ kam 
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garanc‘ “little horns of calves or lambs”. Here bofkukk‘ has no correspondent form 
in the Greek text; botkukk‘ eljerac' renders Gr. tà xépata [NHB 1: 504a; K. 
Muradyan 1984: 372b]. Arm. botk-uk should be interpreted as ‘newly grown horn’ 
(as is suggested by Acaryan [HAB 1: 465a]) rather than 'radish-like small horn’ (as 
in NHB 1: 504a). This might imply an etymological meaning '*growing'. 

eDIAL bolk ‘radish’ is ubiquitous in the dialects. In Mus and Alaskert, one finds 
b ‘ol, without the final -k [HAB 1: 465a; Madat‘yan 1985: 185a]. Larabat pooxk/póxk 
and pexk (see HAB and Davt‘yan 1966: 328), Moks pötk (see HAB; Acaryan 1952: 
251; Orbeli 2002: 315), etc. point to Acaryan's Law and subsequent consonant shift 
(see 2.1.39.1). 

eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 1: 464-465) derives botk from *bo? ‘plant, sprout’ (see s.vv. 
bot and botboj), which he connects with Lat. folium n. ‘leaf’, flos, -oris m. “blossom, 
flower’, etc., for the semantic development comparing with Fr. radis ‘radish’, etc. 
from Lat. radix ‘root’. He (op. cit. 465) points out that the resemblance with Syriac 
pügla is accidental and treats Georg. bolok’i ‘radish’, Oss. bulk ‘id.’, etc. as 
Armenian loans. H. Suk‘iasyan (1986: 90,146-147) interprets -k as a determinative, 
but the etymological treatment of most of her examples is not convincing. 

Adonc* (1938: 457 = 1972: 391) hesitantly compares the Armenian and Georgian 
words with Akkad. puglu ‘radish’. On the other hand, he points out that Arm. botk 
can be originally identical with Gr. fooAfóg m. ‘onion; purse-tassels, Muscari 
comosum' and Lith. bumbulys 'Steckrübe, Wasserblase, Kalbsauge’. The latter 
etymology is represented in Pokorny 1959: 103. fahukyan (1987: 115, 461-462, 
467) accepts Acaryan's etymology, but also mentions the Semitic parallels. Then (p. 
462) he asks: “is it possible to suggest a Semitic loan from Armenian?". 

Further, see s.v. bot. 


botok‘, o-stem: GDSg bolok -o-y, ISg botok‘-o-v in Lazar P'arpec'i; a-stem: GDPI 
bolok'-a-c' in “Ganjaran” ‘loud complaint, cry’ (Bible+); botok‘em ‘to cry, 
complain loudly’ (Bible+), *declamation of a herald’ (Athanasius of Alexandria); 
dial. (HamSen) *bolok‘- ‘to shout loudly’ (with -/-). 
eDIAL Ararat bolok‘el ‘to complain’, Ozim b 'olok-ic' ‘complainer’, etc. [HAB 1: 
466a]. 

In his ClArm. > Hamsen glossary, Aëatvan (1947: 223) does not record 
bolok'em. In the glossary of purely dialectal words in Hamsen, he (op. cit. 259) 
records Hamsen polokus ‘to shout loudly (said of both people and animals)’ deriving 
it from *bolok'el (with -/-), with no further comment. The appurtenance to botok ‘em 
seems obvious to me. 
eETYM Connected with Olc. belja ‘to roar’, OHG bellan ‘to bark, resound’, etc.; see 
Meillet 1900: 391-392; Petersson 1920: 74-75 (together with batba(n)j ‘delirious 
talking’). Acaryan (HAB 1: 465-466) does not accept the comparison and leaves the 
origin open. Jahukyan (1987: 115) is positive, representing botok‘, batba(n)j, and 
dial. *b/-bi-al ‘to babble’ under the entry *b"el-, of Pokorny 1959. One might also 
think of Arm. dial. (Van, Larabat, Ararat, etc.) *bi-, *bi-bi-, *btaw- ‘to shout’, q.v. 


bołj ‘swelling, tumour, wound’, bit un ‘having a swelling’; bofjn ‘ball’ (all MidArm, 
see HAB 1: 466a; M. Muradyan 1972: 188; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 128). 
eDIAL Tigranakert bofj-oc‘ ‘swelling, tumour, wound’ [HAB 1: 466a]. 
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eETYM No etymology in HAB 1: 466a. Jahukyan (1965: 252; 1987: 115; see also H. 
Suk‘iasyan 1986: 147-148) derives the word from IE *b‘el- ‘to blow, swell’, whence 
also bol-or ‘whole; round, spherical’ (q.v.). For bofj he reconstructs *b"old"io- or the 
like, cf. Old Swedish bu/olde ‘swelling, tumour’, etc. Further see s.v. *boy/ ‘ball of 
dough’. 


*bo(y/v), *bu(y/v) ‘spider, tarantula; ghost’: Larabat *bov ‘spider’ [Acarean 1913: 
202b]. Next to bov — also bo, see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 211a (with a textual 
illustration). Davt‘yan (1966: 392) presents Larabal, Hadrut‘, Satax, Marala bóv as 
equivalent to ClArm. karic ‘scorpion’; cf. Are$ bóv, bóvá ‘an animal resembling the 
scorpion’ [Lusenc‘ 1982: 201b]. One may also add Polis pü (spelled piw) ‘ghost’ = 
Nor Naxijewan pi ‘a poisonous spider’ (see HAB 2: 229b, 369a); 

*b/polo ` Van *p(o)lo ‘insect, bogy, monster’, *arj-a-plo ‘ghost’ (according to 
Durean 1933: 110, arjablo ‘a čiwał = monster’), Surmalu *boloy ‘insect’. Next to 
*arj-a-plo, Van also has *arj-a-pap-o ‘bogy’ [Atarean 1913: 154a]. Acaryan does 
not specify Zort and *pap-. The latter is, apparently, identical with pap 
‘grandfather’, cf. *pap-uk "old man’ > Van, Alaskert ‘an insect’ (see Acarean 1913: 
896b). The component *arj- can be equalled with arjn ‘black’ or arj ‘bear’. The 
latter alternative seems more probable; cf. Russian Veles, the adversary of the 
thunder-god, which is associated with the bear and /esij, the forest spirit (Uspenskij 
1978: 114-125). 

*bolflol-: Van *bololan, T‘iflis *botolay ‘bogy, ghost’; 

*bo-bo : Ararat, Igdir, Bates, Nor Bayazet bobo ‘bogy, ghost’; 

*bo-bol/ : Alek‘sandrapol, Širak bobol, T‘avriz, Jula bobox ‘ghost’, Ganjak 
*bobot ‘insect’? [Aéafean 1913: 197b, 200-201; HAB 2: 229b, 369a; 4: 95a] 
(according to HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 192b, 204a: Larabal, Ganjak bibof, bobot, 
bobox ‘silkworm’); cf. also Tigranakert babula *bogy' (see Haneyan 1978: 202). 

*b/p(o)loé, *b/p(o)toc : Ararat, Astapat *bloj, Širak boloc, Loti, Mu& *boloc 
[Amatuni 1912: 105b], Akn *ploc, Bałeš, Van *poloc, Larabat *pioc ‘insect, beetle’, 
Nor Naxijewan *pofoc ‘bogy’ [Acarean 1913: 913a, 919a]. 

All these forms are dialectal, except for poloc ‘insect, worm’, which is attested in 
“Lucmunk‘ sahmanac‘n” [HAB 4: 95a]. 

A trace of *bo- ‘scarecrow’ may be seen in *bo-xoxic (q.v.). 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 95a; cf. also 2: 229a and Aécarean 1913: 
201a), the root is *bol- which is a Caucasian loan; cf. reduplicated forms Georg. 
boboli ‘a large worm’, Laz boboli ‘insect’. 

This solution is too narrow and unsatisfactory. First of all, *bo/u- ‘spider, 
tarantula; scorpion; ghost’, ranging from Polis and Nor Naxijewan to Larabal, Ares, 
etc., which Acaryan mentions only as a semantic parallel, seems to be related, too. 
Note also the reduplicated *bo-bo, which is not necessarily a reduced form of 
*bo-bol/t. Secondly, the spread of this word in the neighbouring languages, as we 
shall see, is much wider. Thirdly, these words may all be onomatopoeic. 

Klimov (1998: 145) represents Kartvel. *oboba- ‘spider’: Georg. oboba- ‘spider’, 
Megrel. bo(r)bolia- < *bo(r)bo-, with dimin. -ia, Laz bobon-va- < *bobo-, Svan 
*opopa, wopopa, etc. 
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Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (15" cent.) mentions Turk. /pó/ as an equivalent of Arm. 
mor ‘tarantula, phalangium’ (see S. Vardanjan 1990: 134, 8 616). This Turkish word 
is compared with Arab. bà, abu ‘tarantula’ [S. Vardanyan 1990: 613, note 616/2]. 

Slav. *boba : Bulg. buba "a worm; bug; bogy’, dial. ‘cocoon of the silkworm’, 
Maced. buba ‘insect’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 2, 1975: 229-230), Lith. bambalas 
*May-bug', Latv. bambals, bambala ‘beetle’, Gr. BoufvAóc, BouflüAiog m. ‘buzzing 
insect, humble-bee, gnat, mosquito; cocoon of the silkworm’, Gr. Poußvd, -oxoc m. 
‘silkworm’, Boußvkıov ‘cocoon of the silkworm’, etc. 

Further, see Nocentini 1994: 401 ff. 

For the semantics, see 3.5.2.1. 


boyt‘,, a-stem (Bible), o-stem (Ephrem); boyt'n, GDSg but ‘in, AblSg i but ‘ané, ISg 
but'amb (“MaStoc“” of Jahkec‘i, 14" cent.) ‘thumb’; *boyt* ‘a soft lump of flesh, 
lobe’, in /erd-a-boyt‘ ‘lobe of the liver’ (Bible+), unkan-a-boyt‘ ‘lobe of the ear’ 
(Cyril of Jerusalem). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meaning ‘thumb’; only in Agulis (bür‘) and 
Kak‘avaberd (b/püt‘), ‘finger’ (for Kak'avaberd, see H. Muradyan 1967: 167b). 
Ararat and Juta have bit‘, note also T‘iflis bit‘ next to but‘, as well as Xotorjur bit‘ 
[YusamXotorj 1964: 434b]. The form boyt‘n can be traced in Larabat piit‘na and in 
Akn b ‘at‘n-iig (see HAB 1: 466b). Commenting upon Juta bit‘, Aéatyan (1940: 87; 
see also 356b) states that there is no other example with out". Note, however, ckoyt' 
‘little finger’ > uta ck-ik, rural cfkit' [HAB 3: 205a; Aéatean 1940: 375a]. 

Bearing in mind the classical meaning ‘a soft lump of flesh, lobe', one may add 
more dialectal evidence: Mus but -ik gdal ‘young of a frog’ (with gdal ‘spoon’); 
Ararat, Larabat bur" ‘hump’, Ararat, Lazax but'-ik ‘hump-backed’ (see Acarean 
1913: 204a). 

In Larabal, püt'no seems to refer also to ‘(round) hill or rock’, as attested in a 
folk-tale (L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 52-55: K‘yanum an, tem atnum min saru, k‘sanum 
min cor, min pülür püt ‘nav pat tam, min k'racelk'av ni mnnum tap en taka “They go, 
encounter a mountain, come down into a ravine, go around a round hill/rock, enter 
under the ground through a stone-chink". Note also Larabat *xul-u-boyt'n ‘rugged’ 
with xül ‘rugged’ < xoyl ‘swelling, spot’, q.v. (see Acarean 1913: 488b; HAB 2: 
392a) and cited as x/aput ‘na ‘rugged’ in L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 362. The component 
*boyt‘n may be identified with piit‘na ‘hill or rock’ < boyt‘n ‘thumb’. For the 
semantics compare matn ‘hill’ vs. matn ‘finger’ (q.v.). 

@SEMANTICS The semantic range [‘lobe (of the ear or the liver)’; ‘thumb’; ‘hump’; 
‘young of a frog’] suggests a basic meaning ‘a soft lump of flesh; a roundish 
projecting part of the body’, which usually derives from ‘swollen, grown’. 

eETYM Meillet (1903c: 431 = Meye 1978: 171-172) connects boyl, i-stem ‘group’. 
Basically meaning ‘swollen, grown, fat, strong’, boyt‘ can easily be derived from 
PIE *b"euH- "to grow’. For the meaning ‘thumb’, cf. OIc. þumall, OHG dūmo, etc. 
‘thumb’ from PIE *teuH- or *teHu- ‘to swell; crowd, folk; fat; strong’. Acaryan 
(HAB 1: 466b) is sceptical and leaves the origin of the word open. Jahukyan (1965: 
252-253; 1987: 114-115) accepts the etymology, mentioning cognates with dental 
determinatives such as Engl. pout ‘to thrust out or protrude the lips, esp. in 
expression of displeasure or sullenness’, etc., and Arm. poytn ‘pot’, although these 
forms presuppose *b-. See also s.vv. boyt ‘> ‘felloe’ and boyl ‘group’. 
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The suffixal element *-t- is also found in Gr. pözov.n. ‘plant’, Skt. bhü-ti-, bhü-ti- 
f. “Wohlsein, guter Zustand, Gedeihen’, pra-bhüta- ‘abundant, much, considerable, 
great’, etc. On the other hand, one may also consider the synchronic suffix -1‘- in 
body-part terms like *kur-t‘-n ‘back’ next to kurn ‘back; arm’ (see 2.3.1). Note 
especially b/-it‘ ‘a roundish soft bread; lobe of the ear or the liver; (dial.) swelling’ 
(q.v.), with a similar semantic field and perhaps of the same origin : *b^uH-I- + -it*. 
Similarly, boyt‘ is probably composed of *bu- (from *b^uH-) and -it'. The same 
suffix is also found in Ckoyt ' ‘the little finger’ next to ck-ik, etc. (see 2.3.1, 1.12.5). 


boyt‘, ‘felloe’. Attested only in Step‘anos Siwnec'i (8" cent.), as a synonym of hec‘ 
‘felloe’ (q.v.). 
eETYM No etymology is recorded in HAB 1: 467a. According to Jahukyan (1965: 
252), the word may have resulted from a semantic development of boyt‘,, although 
he does not specify the motivation. For a suggestion, see 3.9.4. 


boyl, i-stem: GDPI bul-i-c' in Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5th cent.; MidArm. a-stem ‘group (of 
people, deers, stags, etc.) ; MidArm. boyl-k‘ ‘Pleiades’. 

sn century onwards. In Lazar P'arpec'i, 5" cent. (1904=1985: 10? transl. 
Thomson 1991: 43): ew aylk' zhet bulic‘ eljeruac'n ew elanc ' jiarjak eleal “others 
gallop after herds of stags and hinds”. A MidArm. a-stem is seen in bulk‘ i bul-a-c*, 
see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 130a. 
eDIAL Akn Pl ‘group’; Ala&kert, Ararat, Tigranakert, Xarberd, Širak, etc. *boylk‘ 
‘Pleiades’ (see also NZdehean 1902: 269; Amatuni 1912: 80b), Zeyt'un b li ‘a star’ 
[HAB 1: 468a]; Sirak bulk' *Ursa Major' [Mxit'areanc* 1901: 308; Amatuni 1912: 
116a], Sasun pulk‘ ‘Pleiades or Ursa Major’ [Petoyan 1954: 153; 1965: 340, 518], 
Xotorjur *boylk' ‘a group of stars’ [YusamXotorj 1964: 435a]; HamSen pulk‘, pulk 
(from boyl-k ^), GSg palkon ‘shrub’ [Aéatyan 1947: 73, 223], Mus, Alaskert, Bulanox 
b‘ul ‘shrub’ [HAB 1: 468a]. 

The astral term boylk' is reflected in the dialect of Malat‘ia as p ‘ork ‘, with regular 
developments b- > p“ and -oy- > -2- [Danielyan 1967: 43, 188b], Sasun > T‘alin 
purk‘ (Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan FW 2003, September 6); see also HayLezBrbBar 
1, 2001: 220a (burk‘). The only irregularity is the -r-. As pointed out by Danielyan 
(op. cit. 63), this is the only case for the development / > r in this dialect. According 
to the same author, the meaning is ‘constellation’. 

According to Aéatyan (1913: 204b), Ararat bulk‘ ‘avalanche’ belongs here, too. 
He mentions this form also in HAB 1: 468a (s.v. boy/), but derives it from p ‘ul ‘fall, 
ruins’, p /blanim ‘to fall’ (q.v.). 

See also s.vv. bolj ‘swelling, wound’, *boyl ‘ball of dough’. 

@SEMANTICS The meanings ‘group’, ‘shrub‘ (< *‘growing), perhaps also ‘avalanche’ 
(< ‘a mass of snow’) suggest a basic semantics like ‘mass, abundance; growing’. 
eETYM Meillet (1903c: 431 = Meye 1978: 171-172) links boyl, i-stem with Skt. 
bhüri- ‘much, abundant, numerous, great, mighty (RV+) (cf. OAv. büiri- 
‘abundant’), and Goth. uf-bauljan ‘aufblasen’, as well as Arm. boyt' ‘thumb’ (q.v.). 
Petersson (1916: 276-277) accepts this etymology and adds also Lith. burys 
‘multitude, crowd’, Latv. biris ‘heap, mass’. Jahukyan (1987: 114) follows Meillet, 
although Acaryan (HAB 1: 466b, 467-468) is sceptical. 
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The semantics of Arm. boy/ in general and the meaning ‘shrub’ of dial *boyl(k ‘) 
in particular agree also with OCS bylije ‘herbs, plants, grass’, Czech. byli ‘weed’, 
SCr. bilje ‘plants, grass’ (Slav. < *b"Hu-l-io-) and Gr. øõåov n. ‘race, tribe, class’, 
pöAn f. ‘tribe, group of tribes, community’, as the /-suffixation of PIE *b"euH- or 
*b"Hu-, cf. Gr. gdoua ‘I grow, I become’, gitdv n. ‘growth, plant’ < *b"Hu-to-; 
Arm. boyn, o-stem ‘nest; den; hut’, boys, o-stem ‘plant’ (q.v.) from *b"euH-ko-, etc. 
For the problem of the laryngeal in this root, see Schrijver 1991: 512-518, 534. Arm. 
boyl, i-stem derives from *b"euH-I-i-. The diphthong oy, seen also in boys and boyn, 
points to *b"euH- rather than *b^Hu-. 

If indeed from PIE *tewH- ‘to swell, abound’, Arm. t‘up‘ ‘shrub’ (dial. also 
‘flourishing, thriving’) provides us with another example of the semantic 
development ‘to grow, swell’ > ‘plant, shrub’. 

For the semantic development ‘many’ > ‘Pleiades’, see 3.1.2; among other 
examples, note Skt. bahuld- ‘thick; many’, f. pl. ‘Pleiades’, which also shows a 
formal resemblance with Arm. boyl. The resemblance is, however, accidental. 

Zeyt‘un b ‘Ti is glossed by Acaryan (HAB 1: 468a) as ‘a star’. The semantics of 
boyl suggests, however, that it denotes ‘Pleiades’ or a constellation. It may be 
derived from *b"uH-I-i(e)h>- or *b"Hu-l-i(e)h>-. The zero grade is also represented 
by bl-it‘ (q.v.); see also s.v. boyt‘. For other asterisms in the suffix *-I-ih;-, see 2.3.1 
on -(a)li, and s.vv. lucaf[t]li, sayl. 

The -r- in Malat'ia p ork' < *boyr-k‘ “*Pleiades’ is remarkable. Since it cannot be 
explained within the dialect, one may ascribe an etymological value to it. There are 
two possibilities: 1) in contrast with boy! < *b"euH-I-, *boyr-k' reflects an old *-r- 
suffixation seen also in Lith. bürys ‘multitude, crowd’, Latv. büris ‘heap, mass’; 2) 
*boyr-k' is borrowed from Mlran. *bür-, cf. OAv. büiri- ‘abundant’. The latter 
alternative seems more probable. 

See also s.vv. bolj ‘swelling, wound’, *boyl ‘ball of dough’. 


*boyl (dial.) ‘ball of dough’. 

@ DIAL Larabat, Hadrut‘, Salax-Xcaberd pil ‘ball of dough’ [Davt‘yan 1966: 329]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 461b, 462a) presents this dialectal word as bul ‘ball’ and 
derives it from *b"ol- ‘to swell’, together with bol-or ‘whole; round, spherical’. To 
these have been connected also MidArm. bofj ‘swelling, tumour, wound’ and bofjn 
‘ball’, q.v. (see M. Muradyan 1972: 188; Jahukyan 1987: 115). However, Larabat, 
etc. pül rather requires *bul or *boyl. It is therefore preferable to follow Davt‘yan 
(1966: 329) in deriving pül from boy! ‘group’, dial. ‘avalanche’, ‘shrub’, ‘Pleiades’ 
(q.v.), unless one assumes *b"ol-iV- > *boyl as in ayl ‘other’ vs. Lat. alius. The form 
bolj points to *b"ol-iV- or, less probably, or *b"olg"iV-, which see Mallory/Adams 
1997: 45a, 561a. It is unclear whether Arm. botboj ‘blossom, sprout’ is related with 
these words. 

For the semantic relationship cf. gund ‘ball (also of dough and the like)’ vs. gund 
‘group’ (see HAB 1: 593-595), perhaps also xoy/ ‘swelling, tumour, gland’ vs. xoyl 
‘army’ (q.v.). 

Arm. boyl, i-stem ‘group’ probably derives from QIE *b"euH-I-i- (see s.v.). If 
indeed belonging here, bofj(n), bij- may reflect a thematic *b"euH-I-io- or fem. 
*b'euH-L-ieh;- > *boylj-. 
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*boyc-: bucanem ‘to feed’ (Bible+); -boyc (as the second member of a number of 
compounds, e.g. and-a-but, which see s.v. und); but ‘food’ (Bible+), on which the 
denominative btem ‘to feed’ (Ephrem+) is based. 
eDIAL Aéaryan (1953: 193) mentions Artial buzanel ‘to feed’ < *puzanel, which, as 
he points out, agrees with bucanem semantically but disagrees formally. 

The form but has been preserved in the dialects of Moks and Bulanax, meaning 
*hibernal food for domesticated animals’ [HAB 1: 487b]. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1897: 430), derived from PIE *b^eug- ‘to enjoy’: Skt. 
bhoj- ‘to (make) enjoy; to make use of (RV+), bhóga- m. “Genuß, Freude, Nutzen’ 
(RV+), bhukti- f. ‘Genießen’ (Br.+), OAv. büj- f. ‘penalty’, Khot. büjsana- 
‘feasting’, hambujs- ‘to enjoy’, Lat. fungor ‘to enjoy; to suffer’. Mayrhofer (EWAia 
2, 1996: 275-276) does not mention the Armenian form, although the connection of 
the latter is formally impeccable. As for the semantics, note that the Sanskrit verb, 
too, is largely used in respect to eating; see EWAia (ibid.); Cardona 1987: 65, 68-69. 
For the semantic relationship, cf. also Skt. bhaksá- m. ‘Essen, Trank, Speise, Genuß’ 
(RV+). For Iranian forms, see also Cheung 2007: 19 (with Armenian). For a further 
analysis, see Benveniste 1966. 

As I try to demonstrate in 2.1.22.12, but ‘food’ (vs. boyc- ‘to feed’ <*b"eug- ) is 
best explained by *b"ug-ti-, cf. Skt. bhukti- f. ‘Genießen’ (Br.+). 

I wonder whether Artial *puzanel ‘to feed’ (see above) may be considered an old 
Iranian loan with a consonant shift. 


boyn, o-stem: GDSg bun-o-y, LocSg i bn-i (Bible) ‘nest; den, lair; hut’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 469a]. 
eETYM Since long connected with words deriving from PIE *b"euH- ‘to be, grow’, 
see HAB 1: 470 (Aéaryan himself does not accept the etymology); Pisani 1934: 186; 
Jahukyan 1987: 116. Note Skt. bhúvana- n. “Wesen; Welt’ (RV+), etc.; see s.vv. bay 
‘lair’, boys ‘plant’, boyt' ‘thumb; a soft lump of flesh, lobe’, etc. 


boys, o-stem: ISg bus-o-v, GDPI bus-o-c‘ (Hexaemeron) ‘plant’ Bible+; busanim ‘to 
grow, germinate, originate, be produced’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, especially as a verb, with or without the nasal 
suffix: *bus-n- (Polis, T‘iflis, HamSen, Cilicia, Larabal, Van, etc.) : *bus- (Ararat, 
Mus, Alaëkert, Ozim). Next to verbal b'usnil, Xarberd has a participle buss-aj 
‘grown’, with a geminate -ss- [HAB 1: 470b]. 
eETYM Since NHB (1: 505b), connected with Gr. gvouoı ‘to grow, become’, ootóv 
n. ‘plant, growth’, gvoic f. ‘growth, descent, nature, being’, etc. from PIE 
*b'euH-ko- (see Hübschmann 1899: 47; HAB 1: 470; Jahukyan 1987: 116). Perhaps, 
PIE *(-)VuHC > Arm. -VüC rather than with vocalization of the laryngeal (see s.vv. 
boyl, boyn). 


bosor ‘blood-red, crimson’ (Cyril of Jerusalem, Grigor Narekac‘i, Nersés Snorhali, 
etc.). 
eETYM The word bosor has been connected with boc‘ ‘flame’ and Lat. focus 
*fireplace, hearth, fireside’ (Petersson 1916: 285; Pokorny 1959: 162, etc.), see s.v. 
boc‘ ‘flame’ for more detail. Acaryan (HAB 1: 473; AcarHLPatm 1, 1940: 181), 
however, separates bosor from boc' and identifies it with the Biblical place-name 
Bosor, Bosoray, transliterated from Greek Booóp, cf. Genesis 36.33 (Zeyt'unyan 
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1985: 318): Yobab ordi Zarehi i Bosoray : Ioßaß vióc Zapa Ex Boooppac. For other 
Biblical attestations, see Astuacaturean 1895: 302. Note especially Isaiah 63.1: 
karmrut ‘iwn jorjoc' iwroc' i Bosoray ` épvUnua iatiov ék Booop. 

For the association with the notion ‘dark, red’ and for the testimony from 
medieval literature and glossaries, as well as for the derivatives of bosor and Bosor, 
see NHB 1: 505-506; HAB 1: 473; Wutz 1914: 8705"; Amalyan 1971: 108, 112. 
For bosor-ac'i see Olsen 1999: 344355. For a further discussion on bosor see 
Greppin 1980b; Weitenberg 1989: 60,; L. Hovhannisyan 2001: 183-184. 


*bor *‘brown animal’; ‘brown or motley/spotted’ (> ‘leprosy’). 

This word is not attested independently. I tentatively reconstruct it on the basis of 
some dialectal evidence (see below) and its hypothetical connection with bor 
‘leprosy’ and boren? ‘hyena’ (q.v.). 
eDIAL Karin borek is described by Acaryan (1913: 203b) as "t'ux, Cermak goynov 
kov”, that is, a cow, which is dark-complexioned (t‘ux), but also of white colour 
(spitak goynov). It is not quite clear what he exactly means; perhaps "a 
dark-complexioned cow with white spots’. 

Lori borex-a-muk ‘mole’ [Amatuni 1912: 115a]; the second member of the 
compound is mukn *mouse'. According to the description of Ananyan (HayKendAsx 
1, 1961: 90-91), the mole has a dark plushy fur. 

Mus bor hort'ik, Bor ez (HZHek* 13, 1985: 161ff). 
eETYM One may connect with *bor-i "a brown, dark-complexioned animal’ > 
‘hyena’ (see s.v. boreni ‘hyena’). The form borek ‘dark-complexioned or motley 
cow’ comes from *boreak < *bori-ak. 

Compare Iranian *bor-: Pahl. bor [bwl] ‘reddish-brown, bay, chestnut (horse) 
[MacKenzie 1971: 19], also referring to cattle (cf. Bor-gav), borak ‘borax, nitre’ 
[Nyberg 1974: 48b] (© Arm. borak ‘nitre’, see HAB 1: 475), Kurd. bor ‘grey; 
brown’ [Cabolov 1, 2001: 206-207], Pers. bur “blond, reddish brown, bay-horse’, 
Sogd. Pwr [Bor] ‘blond’ [Gharib 1995: 115a], etc. (see Maciuszak 1996: 29), cf. 
YAv. baßra- m. ‘beaver’, Skt. babhru- ‘reddish brown, brown; a kind of 
ichneumon; a reddish-brown cow" < PIE *b"eb"ru-: OHG bibar ‘beaver’ < PGerm. 
*bebru-; OHG brün ‘brown’ (< PIE *b'ruH-no-); for *b"er-u- or *b"er-o- cf. also 
Lith. béras ‘brown’, OHG bero ‘bear’, etc. For the Iranian forms and etymology, see 
EtimSlovlranJaz 2, 2003: 151-154. 

Further, see s.v. boreni ‘hyena’. 


bor ‘leprosy’; late attested. Much older and widespread is bor-ot ‘leprous’ (Bible+) > 
‘bad; unpure, dirty; heretic’ (for the semantic field, see 3.5.2.2). 
eETYM Considered to be a loan from Iran. *bor ‘leprosy’, only preserved in Sogd. 
br’wk’ /Barüko/ ‘leprous’** [HAB 1: 474b; Jahukyan 1987: 520]. Bearing in mind 
the Iranian alternation b- : v- (cf. e.g. the word for ‘violet’, see 2.3.1 on -aws, see 
also s.v. mrjiwn ‘ant’), one may assume that Arm. uruk ‘leprous’, which, to my 
knowledge, has not received an etymological explanation, is borrowed from Iran. 
*vorük- through an intermediary *wuruk. 


? [s the Sogdian form reliable? In Gharib 1995, I could only find fr'wk' [brūk] ‘eyebrow’ (p. 
107a) and Awr [Bor] ‘blond’ (p. 115a). 
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It seems that the forms are related to *bor ‘brown or motley/spotted’ (q.v.). For 
the semantics, cf. Arm. pisak ‘spotted; leprous’, dial. of Van and Larabat p ‘is ‘dirty’ 
: Pers. pis ‘leprous; dirty’ (see HAB 4: 84b; Acarean 1902: 352); cf. also Gr. dApos 
m. ‘dull-white leprosy’ (Hes.) from ‘white’ (cf. Lat. albus ‘white, pale, bright, 
clear’, etc.). The above-mentioned Sogdian form may be derived from *b"er-u- (or 
*b'e-b"r-u-?). For more details, see s.vv. *bor ‘brown animal’, boreni ‘hyena’. 


borb ‘bright, aflame, burning, abundant’ in a few late compounds (HAB 1: 475b); 
independently only in Anania Sirakac‘i (A. G. Abrahamyan 1940: 4075): borb Sot 
lusoyn "bright shine/ray/reflection of the light" (cf. ModArm. translations in HAB 1: 
475b; Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 1979: 98); borb-ok* ‘aflame’ (Movses Xorenac‘i 1.1, 
1913-1991: 6'^ and the Letter to Sahak, NHB 1: 507c), ‘kindling, flame’ (Aristakés 
Lastivertc‘i, see Yuzbasyan 1963: jg 80-5); borbok‘em ‘to set on fire, kindle, 
inflame; to fan the flame’ (abundant in the Bible and following literature). 
eDIAL The verb borbok'el is present in a number of dialects. Some dialects have a 
form with nasal epenthesis, e.g. Van borbonk', Nor Bayazet b ‘orb ant ‘el. The noun 
borb has been preserved in Ararat b'orp' [HAB 1: 476b], cf. Ares -borb [Lusenc* 
1982: 201b]. For Larabat pérp ‘el ‘to fan the fire, provoke’, see below. 
eETYM Since long, connected with Lat. fervere, -ére ‘to steam, burn, glow, be 
heated, ferment’, etc. from *b"er-u- (for a discussion of these forms, see Schrijver 
1991: 252-256). This is followed by Aéaryan (HAB 1: 476a). Pisani (1944: 162- 
163) independently assumes the connection with fervere and interprets the Armenian 
form through ‘broken reduplication’ as in Gr. zoppöpw ‘to surge, boil, be stirred’. 
Dumézil (1938b: 52) assumes an enlargement of the same root, *5"o-b^r-o-. 

It seems best to interpret bor-b as a broken reduplication, cf. PIE *nb"ro- > 
ampro-p ‘thunder’, *pter- > t'er-t' vs. t'er ‘leaf (see s.v.v.); for -ok', compare e.g. 
atok‘ ‘full, fat’, barwok' ‘good, well’, etc; note also the verbs keiet em ‘to tear, 
rend’, otok‘em ‘to supplicate’ (see s.v.v.). Alternatively, QIE *b"or-b'or- > 
*borbo(r)-k -. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 476a; AéafLiak 3, 1957: 56) points out that borb represents an 
*o-grade root whereas the *e-grade is seen in Larabat pérp ‘el. This view is widely 
accepted (Jahukyan 1972: 278; N. Simonyan 1979: 247; Ervandyan 2007: 29). As 
has been shown by A. Xac'atryan 1984: 321-322, however, this form is to be 
explained from borb- through Aéaryan’s Law (see 2.1.39.1). 


boreni, wo-stem: GDSg borenwoy in Jeremiah 12.9; AblSg i borenwoy (Paterica); 
borean, i-stem: GDPI borenic‘ in P'awstos Buzand 4.13, etc.; bore (Grigor 
Magistros, etc.) ‘hyena’ (Bible+). In P‘awstos Buzand 4.13 (1883=1984: 9555; ew 
dadark' gazanac‘ ew orjk' gazanac' ew orjk‘ borenic‘ “lairs and dens for wild 
beasts and hyenas”, translated by Garsoian (1989: 1381*'). 

Further, Aéaryan (HAB 1: 477a) cites boray (Physiologus). According to 
Weitenberg (p.c.), however, the actual form is AccSg z-boray-n, with a hypercorrect 
ay after boren/*borén < borean. The same *borén was synchronically analyzed as 
boré-n, with the article. Thus, there is no reason to posit a variant boray, and the 
form boré is secondary. 
eDIAL Ararat bor-ani ‘coat of a fur of hyena’ [Acarean 1913: 203a; HAB 1: 477b; 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 211b]. 
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eETYM Ačařyan (HAB 1: 477) and, independently, Jahukyan (1965: 253; see also 
1987: 116, 160) derive the word from the o-grade of PIE *b"er- ‘brown’ (also 
characterizing animals), cf. Lith. béras ‘brown’, OHG bero ‘bear’, etc. The only 
cognate in o-grade cited by Acaryan and Jahukyan is Slav. *bobr- ‘beaver’, but this 
in fact is a reduplicated form. Jahukyan (1972: 284; 1987: 116) adds here also dial. 
(Karin) borek ‘grey, white cow’ (see s.v. *bor “brown animal, etc."). 

Jahukyan (1987: 160; cf. Olsen 1999: 414) alternatively suggests an Iranian 
origin of boreni, cf. YAv. baßra- m. ‘beaver’. As is pointed out by Jahukyan, the 
Iranian word is semantically remote. However, this is not a serious problem, since 
the other meanings may have been lost in Iranian. It must be borne in mind that Skt. 
babhru- refers to other animals, too, cf. ‘a kind of ichneumon’, "a reddish-brown 
cow’ (compare the meaning of Arm. dial. borek ‘a dark-complexioned cow’), etc. 
For other possibly related Armenian forms, see s.v. *bor. 

P. de Lagarde derived bor-eni ‘hyena’ from bor ‘leprosy’ (q.v.), for the semantics 
mentioning Hebr. sabö ‘a ‘hyena’ < ‘coloured’ (see HAB 1: 477b; Ačatyan does not 
accept the idea). Jahukyan (1965: 253) rejects this etymology for the reason that bor 
‘leprosy’ is of Iranian origin. This is a strange argument. For the semantic 
relationship between boren? ‘hyena’ and bor ‘leprosy’, cf. Sarikoli pis, Wakhi pas 
‘leopard’, which is compared with Skt. pisa- ‘deer’, pisanga- ‘tawny’ (RV+), Av. 
paésa- ‘scab’, Kurd. pis ‘dirty’ (see Morgenstierne 1974: 61b), with the basic 
meaning ‘spotted, multicoloured’ (see HAB 4: 84-85, s.v. pisak ‘spot; leprous’). For 
an interchange between designations of the hyena and the leopard or panther and the 
like, see s.v. lusan ‘lynx; marten; hyena’. But in the case of *bor- *‘brown animal; 
brown or motley/spotted’ (q.v.) (cf. also bor ‘leprosy’?) > boreni ‘hyena’, the 
semantic development probably went through the notion of *(reddish) brown’ rather 
than ‘spotted’, since the spotted hyena seems to have been present in Armenia only 
in the Tertiary period (see Ananyan, HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 420). 

Since the animal names are often used to denote the fur of that animal (see HAB 
e.g. s.vv. samoyr, tik, etc.), one may assume that bor-eni contains the “skin/fur- 
suffix” -eni (cf. Olsen 1999: 414) and originally meant ‘fur of hyena’. This may be 
corroborated by the dialectal evidence (see above). In view of cases like asté, asteay 
< from Iran. *a(r)sti- (cf. Av. arsti- f. ‘spear, lance’, Ved. rsti- ‘id.’), bazē vs. bazay 
‘falcon’, kray vs. dial. *kur-i ‘tortoise’, etc., the variant bore may presuppose an 
earlier *bor-i. Weitenberg offers a different explanation for boré (see above). 
Nevertheless, *bor-i may be corroborated by the following. 

To my knowledge, NAccSg borean is only attested in Paterica. We have better 
evidence for GDPI borenic‘ (P‘awstos Buzand+), which I tentatively interpret as a 
form with the plural/collective suffix -an(i) : *borean-k‘ = *bori- + -an(i), cf. is-an- 
k‘ (API is-an-s), although its GDPI is is-an-c‘ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i) rather than *is-an- 
ic‘? Thus, NAccSg borean can be either a back-formation after boren-ic', or a 
misinterpretation of boreni. 

I tentatively conclude that the original name for the hyena may have been *bor-i, 
and bor-eni originally meant ‘ hyena fur " (cf. Ararat dial. bor-ani ‘coat made of 


?5 Or else, cf. lus-an ‘lynx’ (q.v.). For -eni cf. also k‘awt‘ar and k‘öt‘ar-ine in “Bargirk‘ 
hayoc‘”, both meaning ‘hyena’, Amalyan 1975: 5825-33 7NP212. 
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hyena fur’); or else, we might posit a petrified adjective like Av. bafraini- ‘of 
beaver’, cf. Jahukyan 1987: 160; Olsen 1999: 414. 

Of some interest may also be Oss. bi/ereg ‘wolf’. It has a certain resemblance 
“with Turkic ‘wolf’, cf. Chagatay, Turkm. böri, etc., but final -eg does not have a 
reflex in any Turkic language” [Cheung 2002: 173]. Abaev suggested a borrowing 
from Khotanese birgga < Plr. urka-. However, the Khotanese -gg- = [g] does not 
agree well with Oss. fricative -g- (ibid.). 

Conclusion: Iranian *bör- ‘brown, multicoloured, etc.’ (< PIE *beb"ru-) has 
been borrowed into Armenian *bor ‘brown animal; brown or motley/spotted’, bor 
‘leprosy’, and bor-eni or *bor-i ‘hyena’. The Iranian form, from which Arm. bor 
‘leprosy’ is derived (cf. Sogd. Gr wk" /Barika/ ‘leprous’), does not explain Arm. -o- 
(unless one assumes Sogd. *baru- from *bauru). There is no vocalic problem in all 
the forms within Armenian. If, nevertheless, Arm. bor ‘leprosy’ is originally distinct 
from Armenian *bor ‘brown animal’ and boreni ‘hyena’, in explaining the vocalism 
one should reckon with the possible influence of those Armenian words. Note also 
what has been said above on ‘hyena fur’. 


boc‘, o-stem: GDSg boc -o-y, AblSg i boc -o-y, ISg boc -o-v ‘flame’, widely attested 

in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 304a), rendering Gr. gAóc ‘flame, burning fire’. 

AblSg i boc '-o-y occurs also in the famous epic song Birth of Vahagn in Movses 
Xorenac‘i 1.31 (1913-1991: 86^). Gen. boc -w-o-y in John Chrysostom, if reliable, 
points to a nom. *boc -i. A metaphorical usage is found in John Climachus: ‘energy, 
fire of love, spiritual light’. Further attestations: Eznik Kotbac‘i, Nilus of Ancyra; 
numerous derivatives [NHB 1: 508-510; HAB 1: 478a]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 478b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 212]. A 
few derivatives: Xarberd, Mu& *boc ‘el ‘to kindle’, Širak boc -kltal ‘to blaze up, 
suddenly inflame’ [Acarean 1913: 203b], Ararat boc -a-xorov ‘half-cooked, roasted 
on flame’ [Amatuni 1912: 115b], Ares-Havarik‘ bóc ‘i‘dry twigs, firewood’ [Lusenc‘ 
1982: 201b] or bac ‘i (in a folk-tale, see Tér-Polosean 1921-22: 172a''* = HZHek‘ 6, 
1973: 581'°), Larabal, *boc'-i ‘id.’, etc. [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 212]. Possibly, 
Metri biinc ‘ ‘the thin smoke of a sunk oven’ also belongs here [Atayan 1954: 265b]. 
eETYM Patrubány (1902-03a: 163) links Arm. boc‘ with Lat. focus, -i m. ‘fireplace, 
hearth; hearth, fireside (as the symbol of home-life); home; family, houshold; 
brazier; sacrificial hearth or altar’ and posits *b"ok-sk-o-. Petersson (1916: 285) 
accepts the comparison and includes also Arm. bosor ‘blood-red, crimson’, deriving 
boso-r from *b"oko- and boc‘ from *b"ok-so-, see also Pokorny 1959: 162; 
Alabekyan 1979: 65; Olsen 1999: 51, 5119s. The connection between Arm. boc ‘ and 
Lat. focus is accepted also in Schmitt 1981: 217; Ivanov 1983: 38 (assuming a 
substratum word related with Yeniseian bok ‘fire’ through North Caucasian 
mediation). Jahukyan (1987: 117, 218 [15.66], 236, 269; cf. 1982: 131, 224-3) 
accepts the reconstruction *b"ok-so- for boc‘ and is hesitant on the appurtenance of 
bosor. Olsen (loc. cit.) alternatively assumes *b"ok-io-, which is improbable. 

Aéatyan (HAB 1: 478; see also E. Tumanjan 1978: 156; H. Suk‘iasyan 1986: 
149) prefers a connection of Arm. boc‘ to Gr. gdoc, oc ‘light’, etc., which is 
untenable. The word bosor seems to be unrelated (see s.v.). 

M. de Vaan (2008: 228-229) considers the connection of Lat. focus with Lat. fax 
‘torch’ and Lith. Zväke ‘candle’ as formally impossible, and the interpretation of 
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focus as a back-formation to foculus ‘small stove’ < *fweklo- < *d"g""-e-tlo- as 
chronologically difficult. He leaves the origin of the Latin focus open. Schrijver 
(1991: 277-278, 448) treats foculum ‘fire-pan’ as a deverbative of fovere ‘to warm’ < 
*d'og""-ei-ö, cf. Skt. daháyati ‘to cause to burn’, Lith. dégti ‘to burn’. 

In my opinion, the best solution for Lat. focus is linking it with Arm. boc‘ 
‘flame’. They may be regarded as substratum words as e.g. Lat. faber ‘craftsman, 
smith’ and Arm. darbin ‘smith’ (q.v.). 

Nikolaev 1984: 70 considers boc‘ a loan from NCauc. *böncc’a ‘flame’. 
However, there are no compelling reasons to abandon the IE etymology. The North 
Caucasian forms, if related, may be treated as borrowed from Armenian. For the 
epenthetic -n-, compare Arm. dial. bünc‘. 


brdor ‘lammergeyer / Gypaetus barbatus’ (Greppin). 

Attested only in Vanakan Vardapet Tawusec‘i (13" cent.): Ayl haw kay, brdor 
asen, or zayn jagn (ankec'eal yarcuoy) arnu ew snuc‘ané [NHB 1: 518b] : “They 
say there is another bird, the brdor, which takes in and nourishes the young (which 
the Eagle casts out).” [Greppin 1978: 40]. Or rather — “There is another bird, which 
is called brdor, <...>“. 
eETYM Greppin (1977: 206-207; 1978: 40-42, 47; 1978b: 153; 1979: 215-216) 
introduces parallels and specifies brdor as ‘lammergeyer’. For the synonym ephené 
= Gr. vn, appearing in the relevant passage from Hexaemeron, see also 
Hübschmann 1897: 3494; HAB 2: 73a; K. Muradyan 1984: 272, 36050, 373b. 

Greppin (1978: 41, 42; cf. also 1979: 216) suggests a derivation from brdem ‘to 
shutter, crumble’. Then he notes that the suffix -or is unknown, and brdor should be 
derived “from the unknown Armenian substratum”. (Against this etymology: 
Hovsep‘yan/Simonyan 1981: 220b). Elsewhere, Greppin (1977: 205-206; 1983: 
6633) suggests a comparison with Rum. barza ‘stork’. 

These suggestions seem unnecessary, since brdor is transparently composed of 
burd ‘wool’ and or ‘buttocks’, meaning in fact ‘with wooly buttocks’; see HAB 1: 
489a, 3: 564a. 


buzalt‘n, only in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘, glossed by atjamutj ‘darkness’ (see Amalyan 1975: 
5897), Aéatyan (HAB 1: 479a) identifies it with bazoxt ‘darkness’ 
(P'e&tomaléean's dictionary) and another gloss from Bargirk‘ hayoc‘, namely bazuit 
: aljamulj. For the latter, the reading bazuxt‘ is preferred in the critical edition 
(Amalyan 1975: 46%"), 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 1: 479a) wonders if these are misreadings of balut ‘foggy’ 
(see s.v. bal ‘mist, fog’), and records no other etymological attempts. 

The same Bargirk' hayoc‘ also has bazekac', bezek, and buzi (var. bozi), all 
glossed by aregakn ‘sun’ (see Amalyan 1975 s.vv. ; Jahukyan 1976a: 4). According 
to Aéatyan (HAB 1: 435b, 460a), these forms are linked with bezak ‘lightning, sun’ 
(Evagrius of Pontus, Grigor Magistros) and Hebrew bazaq ‘lightning’. Lap‘anc‘yan 
(1975: 368-369; see also Jahukyan 1973: 18; 1987: 594, 597) treats bozi as a 
West-Kartvelian borrowing, cf. Megr. bza-, Georg. mze-, etc. ‘sun’. Note also 
Georg. dial. bze- (see Klimov 1964: 133-134; 1998: 121). 

Whatever the origin of bo/uz- ‘sun’, one may interpret buzatt‘n as composed of 
*bo/uz- ‘sun, light’ and Soir". ‘darkness’ (on which see s.v. ait-a-mult). In this case, 
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we are dealing with a compound of the type mut‘-u-lus (dial.) ‘twilight’, lit. 
*dark-and-light'. 


buc, a-stem: GDPI bc-a-c ‘ (Genesis 31.7, 31.41, Zeyt'unyan 1985: 288, 293), o-stem: 
GDP! bc-o-c ' (Ephrem) ‘lamb’. 

In the Bible (Genesis 31.7, 41 and Ezekiel 46.13) buc renders Gr. áuvóc m.f. 
‘lamb’. In Grigor Magistros, commentary on Dionysius Thrax, buc is listed with 
animal-names of neutral semantics (see Adonc 1915=2008: 241, cf. bzak ‘he-goat’ 
in 240-5, an Iranian loanword, see HAB 1: 444b). For the meaning ‘lamb’ note also 
Georg. buc i ‘lamb’, considered an Armenian loanword (see below). 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1854: 271°), connected with Av. büza- ‘he-goat’ (de 
Vaan 2003: 288), MPers., NPers. buz ‘goat’ (MacKenzie 1971: 20; cf. Arm. bzak 
above), Olc. bukkr ‘buck’, OEngl. bucca, Engl. buck « Germ. *bukka- probably 
from *b"ug-no-, Olr. boc, MIr. bocce, MWelsh bwch, etc. ‘buck’ (Schrijver 1995: 26) 
< Celt. *bukko- ‘goat’ < *bug-ko- (possibly from Germanic, Matasović 2009: 83), 
cf. Skt. Lex. bukka- ‘goat’, etc.; see Hübschmann 1897: 430; HAB 1: 482a; Pokorny 
1959: 174 (misprinted buz); Jahukyan 1982: 56, 129; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1998, 2: 
586 — 1995, 1: 501; Mallory/Adams 1997: 229. 

In view of parallel o- and a-stems of Arm. buc (cf. Jahukyan 1959: 321a; 1982: 
129; È. Tumanjan 1978: 162), one may posit PArm. *buc-o- vs. *buc-a- originally 
from IE masc. *b"ug-o- and fem. *b"ug-eh;-, respectively. 

This IE word is probably related with some North Caucasian forms, such as Lak 
buxca prob. from *buc-xa ‘young he-goat’, Nakh *b‘ok’ ‘male goat’; cf. also 
Burushaski buc (Witzel 2003: 21-22). One may wonder whether the Caucasian 
forms are old borrowings from Armenian (cf. HAB 1: 482a). Note also Georg. buc 'i 
‘lamb’, an obvious Armenian loanword [HAB 1: 482a; Jahukyan 1987: 555]. 


bust, o-stem (GDSg bit-oy in Yakob Jahkec‘i), cf. also GDSg p 'alap ‘st-i in Abusayid 
(see below) ‘urinary bladder; blotch, pustule, abscess; bubble’: 

‘urinary bladder’ (Plato); ‘blotch, pustule’ (Kirakos Ganjakec‘i, 13" cent., Ganjak 
[Melik‘-Öhanjanyan 1961: 40 7] = Russ. ‘npr [Xanlarjan 1976: 59], etc.); 
‘bubble’ (Yakob Jahkec‘i); bštim ‘to swell’ in Arak‘el Davrizec‘i (17^ cent., 
Tabriz); p‘oSt ‘the inner bag of testicles’ (LcNiws, etc.). 

In the 5" century, only in the composite p‘amp ‘ust, p‘anp ‘ust ‘urinary bladder’ 
(Eznik Kolbac'i, Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.), next to which there is a late attested 
synonym in numerous variant spellings: batab/p‘ust, p'al/tabust, p'al/tap*ust 
‘urinary bladder’. Of this term, three attestations are cited in NHB 1: 426c and HAB 
1: 485a: Nersés Palianc‘, 14" cent. (balabust), Oskip‘orik (batap ust), Grigor 
Tat‘ewac‘i (p ‘alabust). Older attestations may be found in Abusayid (12" cent.; 
Cilicia), see S. Vardanyan 1974: (DATT, 164 (p‘atap ‘ust, GDSg p‘atap šti), 205 
(p ‘alap ‘ust, GDSg p'alap 'usti), in the glossary: 230; see also S. Vardanyan 1971: 
209. In Grigoris, one finds p ‘ataybust (see MijHayBar 2, 1992: 410a). 

Still another variant (unknown to NHB and HAB) of the compound is attested in 
two works of Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i (15" cent.; Amasia): halabust, GDSg halabst-i 
‘urinary bladder’ [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 5a]. The word is also attested in “BzSkaran 
ontreal tarrakan maxc‘i” by Yovasap‘ Sebastac‘i (16" cent., Sebastia): halabust, 
GDSg halabst-i (see D. M. Karapetyan 1986: 306; in the glossary: 313, marked as 
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“Armenian”). This variant seems thus to be confined to the extreme NW of the 
Armenian speaking territory (Sebastia, Amasia), which is corroborated by the 
dialectal testimony from Sebastia (see below). 

On arawust ‘urinary bladder; watery pustule, blister’, see below and s.v. 
eDIAL Numerous dialects preserve bust ‘abscess, swelling’ and bstim ‘to swell’. 
Tiflis bust means ‘urinary bladder’. Remarkable is Muš p‘alamp ‘ust ‘urinary 
bladder’ [HAB 1: 485b]. On Ham$Sen pst-ig ‘abscess’, see Acaryan 1947: 14. 

Neither p ‘amp ‘ust, nor p ‘alap ‘ust (etc.) are recorded in the dialects. However, 
Mus p'alamp'ust remarkably combines the features of these synonymous 
compounds, namely the nasal of the former and the -/a- of the latter. One also finds 
Balu balabust [Sargisean 1932: 366]. 

Among new derivatives, Acaryan (HAB 1: 485b) mentions alabust not specifying 
the meaning, the dialectal area and the component a/a-. The word must be identified 
with Sebastia alabust, Ewdokia alap ‘ust ‘a blister caused by burning’ (see Gabikean 
1952: 43; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 11b). Note also Sebastia halabust “urinary 
bladder’ (see Gabikean 1952: 324), which is identical with the above-mentioned 
literary halabust “urinary bladder' not only formally and semantically, but also 
geographically, since halabust is attested in the medical literature (159 cent. 
onwards) by authors that are native of Sebastia and Amasia; see above. 
eETYM Arm. bust and p'amp'ust have been compared with Lith. bumburas, 
bumbulas "Knospe, knotenartige Verdickung, Kugel’, bumbuljs ‘Steckribe, 
Wasserblase, Kalbsauge', bumbulis ‘Pupille, burbulas ‘water bubble’, Latv. 
bumburs "eme harte Hervorragung der Höcker, Auswuchs, Ball’, Pol. bgbel 
“Wasserblase’, Gr. foufvAióac: zoupoAvyag (Hesychius) ‘water bubbles’, Lat. bulla 
‘water bubble’, etc., and, on the other hand, Lith. pampti ‘to swell’, CS pup» ‘navel’, 
SCr. pup ‘bud’; Lat. pustula ‘blister, pimple, pustule’, etc. (see HAB 1: 484; 4: 475; 
Jahukyan 1967: 61, 94, 255-256; 1987: 114, 159). On Baltic, see Derksen 1996: 
276, 281. These words mainly denote round, globular objects. The exact 
reconstruction is impossible in view of its expressive and onomatopoeic nature, and 
perhaps also of the reduplication. Arm. p ‘amp ‘ust is interpreted as *p 'amp' + bust 
(HAB; Saradzeva 1986: 134). 

According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 485b), Georg. busti ‘urinary bladder; bubble’ and 
Laz busti ‘urinary bladder’ are borrowed from Armenian. 

Arm. arawust ‘urinary bladder; watery pustule, blister’ (q.v.), in my view, 
belongs with bust, with intervocalic -b- yielding Arm. -w-. The first component is 
perhaps identical with the prefix ar-a-. One might alternatively assume: (1) an old 
variant with *-r- as in Lith. burbulas ‘water bubble’; (2) an Iranian or Caucasian 
form *arabust as a rhotacized variant of Arm. *(h)alabust, with *-ara- > Arm. -ara- 
as in Iranian loans such as paraw ‘old woman’ (cf. Pers. parav), etc. In this case, we 
might be dealing with a back-loan. But this is all uncertain. 

Compare also pipjak ‘bubble’. 


burn (i-stem, cf. adv. brn-i-w ‘violently’ in Eusebius of Caesarea) ‘strong, violent’, 
‘violently’, ‘violence, strength; tyrant’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 486; see also Olsen 1999: 123-124) equates this word with 
burn, -in/-an-stem ‘hand, fist’? (Bible+, widespread in the dialects) and does not 
accept any of the etymologies. More probably, burn ‘strong, violent’ is related with 
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Skt. bhürni- ‘zealous, wild’, etc. (Jahukyan 1987: 116, 160; Weitenberg 1989a); see 
s.v. arbun-k' ‘vigour, maturity (of age)’. The comparison seems to be valid, although 
the vocalism is not quite clear. 


burgn, GDSg brgan (Grigor Narekac‘i, “Carfantir”), API brguns (Bible) ‘tower; 
pyramis’ (Bible+). 
eETYM For the etymology and a discussion, see s.v. durgn *potter's wheel’. 


G 


*galoroc 
eDIAL Sebastia galoruc ‘small shell that is used to adorn the horse or mule harness’ 
[Gabikean 1952: 131]. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 
Probably composed of *gal- or galar- ‘winding, twisting’ + oroc ‘shell-bead’: 
*ealar-oroc > *eal-oroc (-ro-ro- > -ro- through haplology). Originally, thus, it had 
referred to the shell-fish with a spiral shell. See also s.v. galtakur. 


galjn "a kind of convolvulus' (Agat'angelos, Yovhan Mandakuni, etc.). 
eETYM See s.v. gelj ‘id.’. 


Salt (i-stem according to NHB 1: 524b but without evidence) ‘warmish, lukewarm’ 
(Revelation 3.16, Elias on Aristotle), gafanam ‘to become lukewarm’ in Nerses 
Snorhali (12" cent.), Vanakan (13" cent.), caus. gatjac‘uc‘anem (Philo). 

The meaning is very clearly seen in Revelation 3.16: galj es, ew oc‘ jerm, ew oc‘ 
c'urt “you are lukewarm, and neither warm nor cold”. Arm. golf stands for Gr. 
xAıaposg ‘lukewarm’. 
eETYM See s.v. gol ‘lukewarm’. 


galtakur, LocSg i gattakr-i in Carontir ‘shell-fish’ (Alexander Romance, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Eusebius of Caesarea, Philo; gaftakray, AblSg i gattakray-é in Sargis 
Snorhali Vardapet (12^ cent.), GDPI gattakray[i]c‘ in Gregory of Nyssa ‘shell-fish’; 
gattakr-akan ‘pertaining to the shell-fish’ (said of the pearl) in John Chrysostom. 

In the oldest manuscript (Nr 10151 of Matenadaran; 13" cent), which is the 
initial edition of the Alexander Romance (see H. Simonyan 1989: 426. ^) berin inj 
ew erku gattakur, yoroy méi lini margaritn “they also offered me two shell-fish in 
which the pearl is (produced)". In the corresponding passage from the other edition 
(297'*; Engl. transl. Wolohojian 1969: 131): API gattakurs. 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 506-507), contains galt ‘hidden, secret’. He 
does not specify the second component. In my view, *kur, *kray ‘shell’ is identical 
with *kray found in kray-a-kir ‘a kind of mollusc’ (Grigor Magistros), etc., and kray 
‘tortoise’. As to the first component, cf. dial. *gl-t-or-em ‘to roll’, also Sebastia 
galoruc ‘small shell that is used to adorn the horse or mule harness’ [Gabikean 1952: 
131], which may have been composed of *gal- or galar- “winding, twisting" 
(etymologically related with gil, *gltorem) + oroc 'shell-bead', see s.v. *gal-oroc. 
Originally, thus, it referred to the shell-fish with a spiral shell. 
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gam, supplet. aor. ek- (q.v.) ‘to come’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 501a]. 

eETYM Usually interpreted as an athematic verb *ueh;(-d )-mi, cf. Hitt. uuami ‘to 
come’, Lat. vadere ‘to go, walk, rush’, vadare ‘to wade through, ford’, vadum ‘ford’, 
Welsh go-di-wawd ‘overtook’ < *ueh od'-, OIc. vada, OHG watan ‘to advance, wade’ 
< *yh d'- (for the forms and a discussion of the laryngeal, see Schrijver 1991: 170), 
see Meillet 1936: 134-135; Pokorny 1959: 1109; Godel 1965: 23; Jahukyan 1982: 
74; cf. Clackson 1994: 80-81. The appurtenance of the Hittite word is uncertain (cf. 
Kloekhorst 2008: 992). 

The comparison with Gr. kıyavo ‘to reach, arrive, meet’ (Hübschmann 1897: 441; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 86) is untenable since this root has an initial palatovelar *¢"., 
cf. YAv. za-za-mi ‘to leave’, Skt. ja-ha-ti ‘to leave, abandon’, etc. (see Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 813-814). 


gayl (spelled gay! in the famous palimpsest of Agat'angelos, see Galemk'earean 1911: 
128bL2f), o-stem: GDPI gayl-o-c ' (Bible), u-stem: GDSg gayl-u (Movses Xorenac‘i 
2.70, 1913 = 1991: 207L3), AblSg i gayl-u-é (Vark‘ Grigori Astuacabani) "wolt" 
(Bible+), ‘muzzle, cover for nose and mouth, bit’ (Bible; Agat‘angetos § 69, 
1909-1980: 39L3). 

For the semantics cf. Lat. lupus ‘wolf’, ‘a bit with jagged teeth’, lupatus ‘a 
jagged-toothed bit for less tractable horses’, etc. [HAB 1: 511-512]. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 1: 512b]. 

Most of the eastern peripheral dialects display forms with irregular vocalism. 
Samaxi and Madrasa k’ul (vs. regular k’e/ in the village of K“’ärk“’änj) represents an 
exceptional sound change ay > u [Batramyan 1964: 33, 192]; cf. also K“’ärk“’änj 
p ?c ‘ex from p‘aycatn ‘spleen’ (q.v.). Almost everywhere in Larabat one finds this 
form with irregular vocalism, k’ül, kül, next to regular k’e/ and k’il in a few locations 
only [Davt‘yan 1966: 45, 332]. Further: Metri, Kak‘avaberd, Karéewan gül [Atayan 
1954: 60, 265a; H. Muradyan 1960: 45, 191a; 1967: 61, 168a]. 

This EArm. dialectal form is testified in the form goy/ (beside gorn vs. garn 
‘lamb’, q.v.) by the 13" century author Vardan Arewelc'i, who was native of Ganjak 
or surroundings (see Jahukyan 1954: 247). Note also gul in the famous material of 
Schröder (see Patkanov 1868: 54; Sargseanc‘ 1883, 1: 23). 

Alayan (1954: 85) explains this aberrant form through tabu and compares it with 
Metri 977 (beside the regular form or? ‘bear’), which was used by hunters, or by 
people when supposing a danger; for a further discussion, see 2.1.36. 

MidArm. gayl-agraw ‘a kind of black raven, Corvus corone’ [MijHayBar 1, 
1987: 138a] is continued in Larabat külükrav, k’ulaklav, koraklav [Davt‘yan 1966: 
332]. 

MidArm. mard-a-gayl ‘hyena’, lit. ‘man-wolf? (cf. were-wolf), attested in Fables 
by Mxit'ar Goš [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 116-117], is present in Axalk'alak', Ararat, 
Larabal, Van [Acatean 1913: 761-762], Bulanox, AlaSkert, etc. [Amatuni 1912: 
467a]. The hyena was considered a werewolf and was also called k‘awt‘ar-k‘osi 
‘hyena; old witch’ (see Ananyan HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 421-433). For the werewolf 
and other related issues, in particular on gayl-jori, gayl-jorek ‘hyena’ in Amirdovlat‘ 
Amasiac‘i and dial. (Büt'ania/Nikomedia) *gayl-jori ‘a kind of predator’ composed 
as gayl ‘wolf? + jori ‘mule’, see 3.5.2. 
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Mui pl. g 'il-an, g 'il-an-k' [HAB 1: 512b]. 
eETYM Since Müller et al., derived from the PIE word for ‘wolf’, *ulk"o-: Gr. Aurog, 
Skt. vrka-, YAv. vahrka-, MPers., NPers. gurg, Lith. vilkas, OCS vlekv, Goth. wulfs, 
Toch. B walkwe, etc. [HAB 1: 512; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 270]; for the IE 
forms (not mentioning the Armenian) see Pokorny 1959: 1178-1179; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 570-571; Adams 1999: 582. However, the development *-/k"- > 
*-]y- (or *ly"-) > *-li-, with lenition of the intervocalic velar stop (Pedersen 1906: 
364, 406 = 1982: 142, 184; Grammont 1918: 237-239; Pisani 1934: 182; Winter 
1962: 261; Kortlandt 1976: 95; 1980: 103-105; 1985b: 9-10; 1985: 20 = 2003: 5, 30- 
32, 58, 64; Lehmann 1986: 412) is doubtful in view of the absence of reliable 
parallels (see also Ravnzs 1991: 103, 143,). I rather expect *galb or the like. The 
derivation of gay! from *ulp- (Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 492 = 1995, 1: 413) 
does not solve the problem. Neither *u/K"i- (HAB 1: 512 with ref.; cf. the feminine 
form, Lindeman 1982a: 159-160) is plausible; it would probably give *ea/c' or 
*ealj. 

In order to explain -yl satisfactorily we have to start with *ulio- or *uai-lo-. It is 
therefore preferable to link Arm. gay! with MIr. fael ‘wolf? (Hübschmann 1897: 431 
referring to Fick Wb. II, 259; Mann 1963: 132; Mallory/Adams 1997: 647a; 
hesitantly: Jahukyan 1982: 35, 41). Arm. gayl and Celtic *way-lo- are usually 
interpreted as ‘the howler’ and derived from PIE *uai-, cf. MIr. fae ‘alas’, MWelsh 
gwae ‘woe’, Arm. vay ‘woe, etc.’ (see Pokorny 1959: 1111; Frisk 2: 143-144; 
Jahukyan 1982: 41; Olsen 1999: 34, 848; Matasovié 2009 s.v. *waylo-). Note also 
Olr. foilan, failen ‘gull’, MWelsh gwylan ‘gull’, etc. probably from *uail-an- 
*wailer' (Schrijver 1995: 115-116). 

It is remarkable that both the Armenian and Celtic terms formed anthroponyms, 
cf. Arm. Gayl, Gayl-uk, etc. (AtafAnjn 1, 1942: 445-446) and Gaul. Vailo, Vailico, 
Olr. Failan, etc. (Pokorny 1959: 1111). 

Arm. gayl cannot have been borrowed from Georg. (m)gel- ‘wolf’, etc. because 
of the vocalism. Besides, the IE origin of gayl is obvious. For a discussion, see 
Hübschmann 1897: 431; HAB 1: 512-513; MeSéaninov 1925: 406; Klimov 1964: 
130; Kortlandt 1976: 95 = 2003: 5; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 496 = 1995, 1: 
416; Ravnæs 1991: 103,. Note that Arm. *gel, represented in a considerable number 
of dialects (HAB 1: 512b), clearly derives from gayl through regular development ay 
> e. Thus, the Kartvelian forms, if related with the Armenian word, should be 
regarded as armenisms. 

Adontz (1937: 8) separates Arm. gayl ‘muzzle, cover for nose and mouth, bit’ 
from gayl ‘wolf’ and connects the latter with Skr. valga ‘bride’, Latv. valgs ‘cord’, 
Lat. valgus *bow-legged' (cf. Schrijver 1991: 464; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 517, 
526), which is untenable. 

One may conclude that PIE *u/k"o- ‘wolf’ has been replaced by (or contaminated 
with) *uai-lo- possibly *howler' in Armenian and Celtic for reasons of tabu (cf. 
HAB 1: 512a; Solta 1960: 32f; Jahukyan 1987: 155, 198; 1992: 21; Olsen 1999: 34). 
For tabu, see also in the dialectal section, on dial. goyl. 

On the wolf in the IE cultural context, see Ivanov 1975; 1977; 1977b; Mallory 
1982: 202-204; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 493-497 = 1995, 1: 413-417; Mallory / 
Adams 1997: 647-648. On the wolf in Armenian tradition, see A. S. Petrosyan 1989. 
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For the werewolf, see in the dialectal section. For the wolf as ‘outlaw’ and the phrase 
‘to become a wolf” with possible IE parallels, see 3.5.2. Note also the Armenian 
river-name Gayl. 


gan, i-stem: GDSg gan-i, ISg gan-i-w, IPl gan-i-w-k' ‘beating, blow’ (Bible+), 
MidA rm. ‘wound’; ganem ‘to beat, strike, whip’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Only gan *wound' in a few dialects [HAB 1: 515a]. 
eETYM From PIE Ze ben. ‘to strike’: Hitt. kuenzi, kunanzi ‘to kill, slay, ruin’, Skt. 
hánti ‘to strike, slay, kill’, Gr. defvo ‘to kill’, govoc m. ‘murder’, -govty¢ 
‘murdering’, etc.; see Hübschmann 1877: 24; 1897: 431-432; Patrubany 1904: 427- 
428; HAB 1: 514, 127b; Pokorny 1959: 492; Jahukyan 1982: 125; 1987: 130; 
García-Ramón 1998: 142). Further see s.vv. jin ‘staff, beating stick’, *jinj- ‘to 
annihilate, destroy, wipe clean’. 

Arm. gan, i-stem, has been derived from *g""n-(n)i- or *g""n-ti-. Since *g""n-ti- 
(see Winter 1966: 206; Viredaz 2005: 97) would rather yield *gand- (k‘san ‘twenty’ 
is not a decisive counter-example since it may be due to the influence of -sun in 
eresun ‘thirty’, etc.), the former solution seems more probable. The verb ganem is 
likely deverbative. 

Some scholars treat Arm. gan as an Iranian loanword (see Benveniste 1957-58: 
60-62; Schmitt 1981: 76; Olsen 1999: 872; cf. 1989: 221, 222). Against this, see L. 
Hovhannisyan 1990: 213; Viredaz 2005: 9745. The Iranian origin is improbable and 
unnecessary. 
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garn, in/an-stem: GDSg garin, ISg garam-b, NPI garin-k', API garin-s, GDPI garan- 
c‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 321-322) ‘lamb’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The principal Classical Armenian words for ‘lamb’ and ‘kid’, viz. garn and 
ul, both of IE origin and practically ubiquitous in Armenian dialects, in the dialect of 
Hamsen have been replaced by yuzik and oylay, borrowed from Turk. quza and 
oglaq respectively (Alaryan 1947: 188). Some eastern dialects have an unexplained 
o-vocalism: Agulis-C‘ina Lena, Metri gorna, etc. [HAB 1: 519b; Alayan 1954: 
265b]. The EArm. and Zeyt‘un *gorn is recorded as gořn by Vardan Arewelc‘i, 13" 
cent., Ganjak (Jahukyan 1954: 247); see also s.v. gayl ‘wolf’. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 1: 1023b; de Lagarde 1854: 27.7), connected to cognate 
forms going back to the PIE word for ‘lamb’, *urh,en, gen. *urh;no-: Skt. uran-, 
nom. urd, acc. uranam m. ‘lamb’, NPers. barra ‘lamb’ < PlIr. *varn-aka-, Gr. gou 
m., raprv ‘lamb’, zoAO-pprv-ec ‘possessing many lambs’ < IE "*-urh;-n-, etc., see 
Hübschmann 1897: 432; Meillet 1903: 141; HAB 1: 519; Pokorny 1959: 1170; 
Hoffmann 1982: 83-86; Meier-Brügger 1990a; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 225-226; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 511a 

Meillet 1936: 43 derives the Armenian form from *w’ren- and considers the 

trilled -7- analogical after the nominative garn where it is due to the following nasal. 
In other examples, as he points out, no analogical influence has taken place, cf. ar- 
ar- vs. arnem ‘to make’, dur-k' vs. durn ‘door’ (see s.vv.); for a further discussion, 
see s.vv. arn ‘wild ram’ and jer- ‘hand’ (both with original trilled *-rr- reflecting PIE 
*-rs- and *-sr-, respectively). The derivation of gen. garin and instr. garam-b from 
*yar-en-os and *uar-n-b"i, respectively (see Stempel 1993 < 1987: 149) are not thus 
satisfactory. It seems better to posit PArm. *urr(e)n « *urH(e)n- (*-rH(n)- > Arm. - 
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7-?) in a way comparable to the Proto-Greek form (cf. also Meier-Brügger 1990a) 
and Iran. *varna- > *varra-; for a discussion, see Hiibschmann 1897: 432; Schmitt 
1981: 53; Clackson 1994: 38, 20731, 20860, 2376.4; Olsen 1999: 120-121; Beekes 
2003: 154, 193. 


gari, ea-stem: GDSg garw-o-y (or garoy, see below), ISg gare-a-w, GDPI gare-a-c* 
(abundant in the Bible); o-stem: ISg garw-o-v (once in the Bible), GDPI garw-o-c' 
(as a measure, in Anania Sirakac‘i, 7 cent.) ‘barley’. 

Attested in the Bible (see Astuacaturean 1895: 322c; Olsen 1999: 439), Eusebius 
of Caesarea (garwoy), etc. 

In Deuteronomy 8.8 (Cox 1981: 112): erkir c'orenoy ew garoy aygeac' ew 
nrneneac ' : yh mvpod xai xpiUijc, Aumeioı, ovKai, póal. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 522b]. 

Next to the regular Larabat k’äri, one finds k”öre/i, with an irregular labial vowel, 
in the village of T‘atot [HAB 1: 522b], as well as, according to Davt‘yan (1966: 24, 
28, 332), in most of the villages of Hadrut'. Not mentioned in Polosyan 1965: 16, in 
the list of Hadrut‘ words displaying an irregular development a > ó. The same 
inexplicable labial vowel is found in Juta g ‘ori [Aéarean 1940: 52, 3570]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. xpıd-n f. ‘barley-corns’, usually pl. ‘barley’, from an 
original root noun *xpió > Ep. xpi n. (Awgerean, Klaproth, etc., see HAB 1: 522), 
probably also Alb. drithé ‘cereals, wheat’, Lat. hordeum ‘barley’, OHG gersta 
‘barley’ [Bugge 1893: 5; Hübschmann 1897: 432; Frisk 2: 18-19], and Hitt. karas n. 
*wheat, emmer-wheat’ (see Kloekhorst 2008 s.v. for references and a discussion). 
The Armenian word is not mentioned in Pokorny 1959: 446 and Mallory/Adams 
1997: 51a. 

Further, compared with Basque gari *wheat, garagar 'barley and Georg. 
Megrel., etc. keri ‘barley’, see Bugge 1893: 5; Marr apud HAB 1: 522b; Uhlenbeck 
1942: 339 (the Armenian is not mentioned); Jahukyan 1987: 598; V. Sargsyan 1988: 
70b; Furnée 1989: 116-117; Braun 1998: 33, 53, 85, 98. For possibly related North- 
Caucasian forms, see Chirikba 1985: 101-102". Further on the Basque and other 
forms, see Witzel 2003: 22, 31. 

The Armenian and Greek forms presuppose something like *geriV-/*griq^- 
whereas the rest of cognates are usually derived from *g"ersd"- or *¢erd"- (see the 
above references, also Jahukyan 1982: 133; 1987: 128, 310; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 
1984, 2: 656). Arm. gari is explained from the Lindeman variant *g"riom [Olsen 
1999: 439], through depalatalization *g"r- > *g"r- [Gamkrelidze/Ivanov, ibid.]. In 
view of formal difficulties, one may assume a Mediterranean substratum word.” 


garš, i-stem: GDPI gars-i-c‘ in John Chrysostom ‘abominable’ (Bible), pl. 
‘abominable thing or person’ (Philo, John Chrysostom); garsim ‘to abominate, 
loathe, be disgusted’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Dervischjan (1877: 78) compares garsel ‘horrere’ with gagas- “wahnsinnig, 
geil (Greis)’ and Skt. hars- ‘sich freuen; geil werden’. Meillet (1894b: 280; 1936: 
39-40) accepts this, mentioning further the Sanskrit by-form ghrsu- ‘excited’, and 
adds Lat. horreö ‘to bristle; to have a rough appearance; to shiver, tremble; to 


?6 According to Jahukyan (1987: 310, with references): a ‘Wanderwort’ of Aegean origin. 


200 garSapar 


shudder at’. In 1896: 151, he mentions Lith. garssus with a question mark. Pedersen 
(1906: 413 = 1982: 191) explains Arm. -rs- from *-rsi- (: Skt. hrsyati), comparing 
t‘ars- : Skt. tfsyati (see s.v.). This is accepted by Meillet (1950: 85). See, however, 
2.1.12. 

In view of formal (Arm. g instead of j) and semantic problems, Hübschmann 
(1897: 432) considered the connection with the Sanskrit and Latin words as 
uncertain. Acaryan (HAB 1: 523b) agrees with this and links these forms with Arm. 
jar *curved, ugly’. According to Pokorny (1959: 445), these forms belong with Arm. 
jar ‘hair’, whereas Arm jar, although with reservations, is linked with Skt. hira-h m. 
‘Band’, hirá f. ‘Ader’, Gr. xopön f. ‘guts, tripe’. As to garsim, Acatyan (ibid.) 
accepts the connection with Lith. garssus (Meillet; see above) and with Germ. 
garstig, suggested by Bugge (1893: 35). The same is seen in Pokorny 1959: 445. For 
a discussion, see also Jahukyan 1987: 171. 

The formal argument against the connection of garsim with the Sanskrit and Latin 
forms is not crucial. In Indo-Iranian one finds */'ari- and *g"ars-, probably due to 
conflation of two roots; cf. Skt. hars- vs. ghrs-; Av. zaraSiiamna- ‘excited’, Pashto 
ziz ‘rough, stiff’ and Khot. ysira- ‘rough’ vs. Parth. gs- ‘to be happy’ and Sogd. wys 
“to be glad’ [Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 807-808]. It has been assumed that the variant 
*o"ars with an initial velar stop arose after depalatalisation of the palatovelar in the 
zero-grade *g"rs- (Weise’s Law), and Arm. garsim is an Iranian loanword (see 
Cheung 2007: 471). 

The Sanskrit verb (harsate, hrsyati) displays the following semantic range: ‘to be 
delighted, excited or impatient; to thrill with rapture, rejoice, exult, be glad or 
pleased; to become erect or stiff or rigid, bristle (said of the hairs of the body, etc.); 
to excite violently’, harsana- ‘causing the hair of the body to stand erect, thrilling 
with joy or desire; bristling, erection’. In RV 10, it refers to excitement of two kinds, 
i.e. produced by fear and by lust (see Kulikov 2001: 492). 

I conclude that Arm. jar and garsim are native words originating from conflated 
*ó"rs- and *g"”"rs-, respectively. 

As we have seen, Iranian displays a semantic distribution: *z-variant: ‘rough, 
stiff vs. *g-variant: ‘to be glad, happy’. If a reverse distribution, namely Mlran. 
*ears- ‘rough, stiff’, is also possible, one might treat it as the source of *gars- seen 
in the compound gars-a-par ‘heel’ (q.v.). 

For the ruki-rule in Armenian, see 2.1.12. 


garSapar, a-stem ‘heel, footstep’ (Bible+). 

eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 1: 524a. But in HAB-Add 
1982: 5, the component *par is taken as a loan from Iranian word for ‘foot’, and 
*gars- is left without an explanation. The same etymology is independently 
proposed by Perixanjan (1993: 43-45) and Jahukyan (1995: 183) who identify *par 
with Parth. päö ‘foot’. For the meaning ‘footstep’ Jahukyan (ibid.) compares Av. 
paóa- ‘footstep’. He leaves the origin of *gars open. 

For the component *gars-, Perixanjan (1993: 43-44) suggests a comparison with 
Mlran. hypothetical *gars- ‘rough, stiff’, on which see s.v. gars ‘abominable’. The 
basic meaning of the compound would be, then, “the rough/hard part of the foot". 
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garun, GDSg garn-an (more often: garnayn-o-y) ‘spring, springtime’ (Bible+); 
*garn-ayin, GDSg garnayn-o-y ‘vernal’ (Bible+), garn-ani, GDSg garnanw-o-y 
(Agat'angelos), garnan-o-y (Eusebius of Caesarea, etc.), *garnan-ayin, GDSg 
garnanayn-o-y (Lazar P‘arpec‘i) ‘vernal’, etc. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects; some of them have a frozen plural *garun-k‘ 
[HAB 1: 525a]. 
eETYM Derived from the PIE word for ‘spring’, heteroclitic neuter *ues-r, *ves-n-: 
Gr. gap n., Lat. ver, veris n. (with unexplained lengthened grade, see Schrijver 1991: 
128), MPers. wahar, Pers. bahar, Olc. var ‘spring’, Lith. vásara ‘summer’, OCS 
vesna ‘spring’, etc.; *wes-r > *gehar > *gar-, see Hübschmann 1897: 432-433; 
Pedersen 1906: 416 = 1982: 194; Grammont 1918: 247; HAB 1: 524 with 
references; Pokorny 1959: 1174; Szemerényi 1959-60a: 109, 1095; Atabekyan 1979: 
87-88; Ravnas 1991: 102; Viredaz 2000: 292, 301-302; see also s.v. ar-iwn ‘blood’. 

It has been assumed that Arm. gar-un derives from *gar- and the suffix *-ont-, as 

in Skt. vasanta- m. ‘spring’ (RV+); see Stempel 1993 « 1987: 151-152; Olsen 1989: 
224-225; 1999: 41-42 with lit. If one expects *garund-, the loss of -d- may be 
explained by *garun-k‘. Perhaps a better alternative is *-on or *-on(t) as in Gr. 
Zeite, -@vog m. ‘winter’. We can also posit an old by-form *garun-n (cf. Viredaz 
2000: 302) « acc. *wesar-on-m, which would explain the oblique and compositional 
garn-an(-). 

*gez ‘road, way’. 
eETYM Unattested. Jahukyan (1991: 37-38) reconstructs a PArm. *gez-a- < QIE 
*yes"-eh > from PIE *ueg"- ‘to move, drive’, cf. Skt. vahati ‘to carry, drive’, YAv, 
vaz- ‘to move, carry, drive (a chariot)’, OHG wagan ‘cart’, weg ‘way’, Alb. udhé f. 
‘road, way’ (on which see Demiraj 1997: 400-401), etc.; on the PIE etymon, see 
Pokorny 1959: 1118-1120; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 535-537; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 91a, 488a; Cheung 2007: 429-432. The PArm. word is indirectly confirmed, 
he assumes, by Georg. gza- ‘way, path’, Megr. za-, Laz (n)gza- ‘id.’ (Georgian-Zan 
*eza- ‘way, path’, Klimov 1998: 30), presumably borrowed from Armenian. 
Uncertain. 


gelum ‘to twist; to squeeze’ (Bible+). In Agat'angelos § 69 (1909=1980: 391°): 
gel-oc‘ and gel-aran, GDPI gelarana-ac‘, ‘rack’; see HAB 1: 530; 2: 404. 

In T‘ovmay Arcruni /Ananun/ 4.7 (V. M. Vardanyan 1985: 450-95: zi ayr 
arcat'aser orov gelul zparanoc'n lawagoyn hamari, k'an et'e dang mi tuzel 
yarcat'oyn. Thomson (1985: [4.6] 353) translates the passage as follows: "An 
avaricious man considers it preferable to be decapitated than to pay one penny of his 
silver as a fine". In the published editions, the word orov (thus in the manuscript) 
that means *with/by which’ has been replaced by srov, as ISg of sur ‘sword’. 
Thomson departs apparently from this reading and therefore renders gelul as “to 
decapitate", omitting the word paranoc ' ‘neck’. However, the verb gelum refers to 
‘twist, squeeze’, and paranoc' ‘neck’ should not be left out of consideration. I 
therefore follow V. Vardanyan's (1985: 451, 528) translation: “to twist the neck”. 
eDIAL The verb has been preserved in Mus gelel ‘to press/squeeze something 
putting it between two hard things’, and gelaran is found in gelarnak (see DialAdd 
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apud NHB 2: 1061b) = gelaran-ak (Norayr, = Fr. ‘bille’), and Moks k’älärän [HAB 
1: 531a]. 

eETYM Arm. gelum, and g(i)l ‘to roll’ (q.v.) are compared with Gr. ¿úw ‘to roll 
round’, eíA0c to enfold, enwrap’, ‘to press, squeeze’, eiAc ‘to press; to contract his 
body, draw himself together' (said of a man or an animal, e.g. an asp in Ilias 
20.278), eilöua ‘wrapper’, Lat. volvo ‘to roll, roll over; to cause to roll, wrap up; to 
turn around’, con-volvo ‘to roll together or round, writhe’, con-volvulus *bindweed, 
convolvulus', etc. [Meillet 1894: 163; Hübschmann 1897: 433, 435; HAB 1: 
530-531, 555; Pokorny 1959: 1141]. Lat. volvo, like the Armenian and Greek verbs, 
reflects e-grade *uelHu- [Schrijver 1991: 470]. Note also Gr. &i4éc ‘to wind, turn 
round; to roll up tight; to bind fast’, eíAeóg m. ‘intestinal obstruction; lurking place, 
den, hole’, Zu, -koç f. ‘anything which assumes a spiral shape; whirl, convolution; 
tendril of the vine, or of ivy (a climbing evergreen shrub, Hedera Helix); coil of a 
serpent; convolution of a spiral shell’, &Aixn ‘winding; convolution of a spiral shell; 
of the bowels', in Arcadia: ‘crack willow, Salix fragilis". 

Arutjunjan (1983: 278, 34254) takes Arm. plant-name gełj ‘bindweed, 
convolvulus; yew-tree’ (q.v.) and Gr. &ié, éAíkg as a Greek-Armenian lexical 
isogloss noting four correspondences: (1) e-grade; (2) stem-formant *-i-; (3) suffixal 
guttural; (4) semantics. Clackson (1994: 181) is sceptical and considers the 
etymology doubtful. 

None of the correspondences noticed by Arutjunjan 1s convincing: (1) the e-grade 
is the basic form of the verb not only in Greek and Armenian but also in the other 
cognates (see HAB, Pokorny); (2) I fail to see a trace of the *-i- in Arm. gelt 
Arutjunjan (1983: 342,33) asserts that gayl, gayl-uk ‘bindweed’ corroborates the 
development *li > Arm. ? in gelj. However, a trace of *i in gayl would not 
necessarily imply its presence also in gefj, since they can be different formations. 
Besides, and more importantly, gay! found in gayluk and other plant names is 
obviously identical with gayl ‘wolf [Alisan 1895: 106-108, Nrs. 409-418; HAB 1: 
512a]; (3) the suffixal elements are different; on Arm. -j-, see below; (4) various 
plant names are derived from the verb in other languages, too (see HAB). 

Clackson's scepticism is thus justified, as far as the idea of an isogloss is 
concerned. The etymological connection of the words, however, should not be 
rejected, as long as they belong to the same root ‘twisting (plant)'. The Armenian 
suffix -j- (or -z-) is found in many plant-names; see 2.3.1. QIE *uel-g"- may be 
corroborated by the Germanic word for ‘willow’; see s.v. geif ‘bindweed, 
convolvulus; yew-tree’. 

For gelumn = Lat. voliimen = Gr. eilöua, see Olsen 1999: 595-596. 


gel, o-stem ‘beauty’ (Bible+); ‘(beautiful) appearance, look’ in Yovhannés Drasxana- 
kerte‘i (9-10" cent.) and Grigor Narekac‘i, as well as in compounds. E.g., in Movsés 
Xorenac‘i 2.8 (1913=1991: 114-?), Turk‘ is desribed as xoZor-a-gel, translated by 
Thomson (1978: 141) as ‘deformed’. Then, the historian states that Turk‘ was called 
Angeteay because of his great ugliness (vasn arawel zahadimut‘eann), and the name 
of his family (Ange? tun “the house of Ang”) derives from it. Movses assumes, thus, 
an appellative an-ge? ‘not beautiful’, which is indeed attested in Nerses Lambronac‘i 
(see NHB 1: 125a). Further on this, see below. 
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In Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec'i (5"/7" cent.) [2003: 1164b''*): 
zvayelc ‘ut 'iwn getoyn. 

Movsés Xorenac‘i has yet another compound (also a hapax): bare-gei 
‘good-looking’ (1.12: 41'°). 

In Seb&os/Ananun 1 (Abgaryan 1979: 51-55: yoyz trp'eal er i véray anjin ew 
geloy nora gelec 'kut ‘eann : (literal transl.) “[The queen Samiram] very much lusted 
for his [of Aray Getec‘ik] person/body and for the look of his handsomeness". 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 532-533) derives from PIE *uel- ‘to see’, cf. Lat. voltus, 
vultus, -üs m. “countenance, facial expression; face; looks, features’, Bret. guelet ‘la 
vue', etc. See also Olsen 1999: 51. 

As we have seen, Thomson (1978: 141,7) considers Movsés’ etymology of 
Angeleay as “fanciful”. However, mythical creatures and giants are often 
characterized as *unshaped, deformed' or the like, containing the privative prefix 
an-, cf. e.g. s.v. ard. The basic meaning of *ge/ is ‘appearance, shape; seeing’ (cf. 
PIE ‘to see’), and the interpretation of Angefeay as ‘shapeless, deformed’ or ‘not 
having an appearance’, whether etymological or folk-etymological, is not 
necessarily a product of Movsés’ fantasy. 

The formation of *an-ge? may also be understood as ‘the Un-seen’; cf. Gr. ’Arönsg, 
etc. 


*gel- ‘to sing’: get-awn ‘song’ (John Chrysostom); gelgetem ‘to sing beautifully, 
quiver, vibrate’ in Hexaemeron (said of cpurn, next to the participle geiget-eal, see 
K. Muradyan 1984: 279, lines 12, 14-15), Severian of Gabala, Vardan Arewelc‘i, 
etc.; participle gefgef-eal in Hexaemeron 4, referring to singing and musicians: 
jaynk' ergé‘ac‘n péspés nuagawk‘ gelgetealk‘ (K. Muradyan 1984: 101-75, for other 
passages, see above, as well as in 132". For the passage from P'awstos, see below; 
nouns geiget, o-stem: ISg gelgel-o-v in Canon Law; geigel-an-k‘, a-stem: GDPI 
gelgel-an-a-c' in John Chrysostom. 

A passage from P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 (1883-1984: 10355 transl. Garsoian 
1989: 144), not cited in NHB and HAB: jayniwk'n mrmnjoc'n i veray spaneloyn i 
méj kocoyn barbarein gelgeleal xandatatut 'eamb : “They sang with moaning voices 
in the midst of their laments, quavering with compassion over the victim". 
eETYM Ačatyan (HAB 1: 534) derives from PIE *g’e/- comparing with OIc. gala ‘to 
call, sing’, OHG galan ‘to sing’, naht-gala ‘nightingale’, etc. Accepted in Jahukyan 
1982: 172; 1987: 127. On the other hand, the Armenian word has been considered a 
Hittite loan, cf. galgal-indi- ‘to make a musical sound’ (see Greppin 1981b: 8, with 
refer.). 

Native origin seems more likely. The absence of palatalization may be due to 
onomatopoeic nature of the word; cf. gl-gl-. See 2.1.14. 


gelj ‘bindweed, convolvulus; yew-tree’. 
Attested in Nahum 1.10 rendering ouiAac ‘yew, or bindweed, or holm-oak’, and 
in Book of Chries. According to Béguinot/Diratzouyan 1912: gelj ‘convolvulus’ (81, 
Nrs. 385-386), gelj-i *yew-tree, Taxus baccata L.’ (305), gelt barjrajig ‘Smilax 
excelsa L.’ (345). 
eETYM From PArm. *gel- ‘to twist; to squeeze’ (q.v.) < PIE *uel- ‘to twist, wind, 
turn’, cf. Lat. con-volvulus ‘bindweed, convolvulus’, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 433]; 
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also Arm. gafjn ‘id.’; see s.v., and HAB 1: 505-506, 534b. On the semantics, see V. 
Arak“elyan 1984a: 146-147. For the discussion, in particular on -j-, see s.v. gelum 
‘to twist. QIE *uel-ó^- may be corroborated by the Germanic word for ‘willow’: 
MDutch wilghe (13" cent.), Dutch wilg, OLG wilgia, OEngl. welig, NEngl. willow, 
etc., derived from the same root Zuel ‘to twist, wind, turn’ (see Vries/Tollenaere 
1993: 430a). 


gelj-k* ‘glands’. Attested only in Gregory of Nyssa (twice). 

eETYM Connected with Slav. *zelza ‘gland’ and Lith. gélezuonys ‘submaxillary 
gland' (Bugge 1892: 448-449; 1893: 5-6; Hübschmann 1897: 433; 1899: 45; HAB 
1: 535ab; Pisani 1950: 175; SaradZeva 1986: 132-133; Jahukyan 1987: 127). Meillet 
(1900: 392-393) points out that this etymology is impeccable both semantically and 
phonologically except for the absence of the palatalization of the initial guttural. 
Then he adds that any such correspondence that involves only two cognate 
languages cannot be considered as certain. Later (1905-06: 243-245), he explains the 
phonological problem by dissimilation of the two palatalized occlusives. For other 
examples and references, see 2.1.14. 

Sometimes connected with geif ‘strong desire’ and gel- ‘to twist; to squeeze’ (see 
Bugge 1893: 6; Hübschmann 1897: 433; 1899: 45; HAB 1: 534b); see s.vv. Against 
the connection with ge#j-k ‘ ‘glands’: Arutjunjan (1983: 342339). 


gelmn, an-stem: GDSg geiman, GDP1 geiman-c ‘ ‘wool, fleece’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Derived from PIE *h;ulh)-no/eh>- ‘wool’: Hitt. hulana-, Skt. ürnà- f., YAv. 
varana- f. ‘wool’, Gr. Anvog n. ‘wool, wool fibre’, Lat. /ana f. ‘wool’, Goth. *wulla, 
OHG wolla ‘wool’, Lith. vilna f., SCr. vüna f. ‘wool’, etc., see Hübschmann 1883: 
24; 1897: 434; HAB 1: 536a; Pokorny 1959: 1139; Peters 1980: 41; 1987; 1988: 
375; Lehmann 1986: 412; Lindeman 1990a; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 243 
(without Armenian); Mallory/Adams 1997: 648b. 

PIE *HulHn- was usually syllabified as *(H)u]Hn-, cf. Lat. lana , Lith. vilna, etc. 
The Celtic forms may have preserved the archaic syllabification *HulHn- > Celt. 
*ulan-: Olr. olann f., MWelsh gwlan m., Bret. gloan m. (*ulan- > *uulan- > *ulan-) 
‘wool’, etc. (Schrijver 1995: 177). 

Armenian has full grade, as Lat. vellus n. ‘fleece’ does (see HAB 1: 536a; E. 
Tumanjan 1978: 255-256; Alabekyan 1979: 84; Lehmann 1986: 412; Beekes 1988: 
94s; 2003: 187, 193; Schrijver 1991: 179-181; Lindeman 1997: 9699). For the full 
grade Jahukyan (1987: 198-199) also compares OEngl. wil-mod ‘spinning wheel’. 

It is tempting to reconstruct a QIE *Huel(H)-mn- (cf. Olsen 1999: 504) for 
Armenian and Latin (cf. also Grammont 1918: 242); perhaps NSg *hzuelh,-men-, 
obl. *A;ulh;-mn-os- >> PLat. *vel(m)no-, cf. Gr. zudunv ‘bottom’ vs. Skt. budhna- 
and Lat. fundus (see s.v. andund-k‘ ‘abyss’). Schrijver 1991: 181 assumes Sueld mn. 
For *-men- in a synonymous word cf. MPers., NPers. pasm ‘wool’, Oss. fæsm 
‘wool’ vs. Skt. páksman- n. ‘eyelash’, YAv. pasna- n. ‘eyelash’, etc. (for the etymon, 
see s.v. asr 'fleece"). Note also *Hdn(t)-mn > PArm. *ata(nt)mn > atamn ‘tooth’ 
(q.v.). 


*ge-n/c*- ‘to put on clothes’, *gest ‘dress, garment, clothes’ (dial.). 
See s.v. z-genum ‘to put on clothes’, z-gest ‘dress, garment, clothes’. 
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get, o-stem ‘river’ (Bible+); pl.-coll. get-oray ‘rivers’ (Socrates apud HAB 1: 537a), 
get-oray-k‘ (Alexander Romance, see H. Simonyan 1989: 475), 
eETYM From PIE *yed-os- n. ‘water’: Gr. döog n. ‘water’, cf. Skt. utsa- m. ‘spring, 
fountain’ (RV+) < *ud-s-o- [Meillet 1894: 154; 1936: 74; Frisk 2: 958-959; 
Jahukyan 1959: 232; 1982: 130; Tumanjan 1978: 64, 159, 334; Euler 1979: 210; 
Olsen 1999: 45-46]. With relation to the stem-formation of the Armenian, Phryg. 
Beöv (see Jahukyan 1982: 22345; cf. Tumanjan 1978: 170-171; SaradZeva 1986: 27, 
357759) seems irrelevant to me. As to the e-grade, cf. also CLuv. adj. uida(/i)- *wet 
[Starke 1990: 567-568], etc. (see below). 

The PIE root is mainly represented in heteroclitic *uod-r, GSg *ued-n-s: Hitt. 
uatar/ueten- n. [Starke 1990: 565-568], Gr. óócp -atoc, etc. In this respect, Arm. 
getoray seems important to me since, if from *ued-or-eh;-, it can shed some light 
upon the origin of the Arm. coll. -oray(-k‘). 


getar(u), GDSg getar-i, getaru-i ‘river-bed; river-shore; outbranching river’. 

Not in NHB. Aéatyan (HAB 1: 537) only cites Step'anos Orbelean 42 
(1250/60-1303/5): i Haleic‘ getar ‘in. Amatuni (1912: 129a) translates getar as ‘the 
former river-bed which is ploughed', which coincides with his record for the dialects 
of Mus and Osakan. This is accepted by Acartyan (HAB 1: 537). Elsewhere, Acatyan 
records other semantic nuances in Ararat (and Juta); see below. *Aijern bafaran” 
interprets as get-ezr ‘river-shore’. This agrees with the testimony from the dialects of 
Ararat and Metri (see below). A. A. Abrahamyan (1986: 211) translates as 
Jor-a-hovit *ravine-valley'. 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 183'"??), geta glosses an otherwise 
unattested word hawari (vars. hawar, hawari, hawareli; see 396,2). Here, Acatyan 
(HAB 3: 69a) points out that in the dialects of Ararat and Juta getar means ‘a mother 
river of which a brook/rivulet branches out'. 

The earliest attestation of the word (not mentioned in NHB and HAB; see L. 
Hovhannisyan 1990a: 156) is found in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) 3.82 (1904-1985: 
150^; transl. Thomson 1991: 209): karcer i telisn urek‘ anyayts getaruin (var. 
getar) t'ak'c'el “he planned to hide in some concealed spot beside the river". B. 
Ulubabyan (1982: 365) renders the word with ModArm. get-a-vtak ‘tributary of a 
river’. 

There are several place-names (one of them being attested in Ptolemy as / aızapa) 
which obviously contain this word; see s.v. Getar(u). 
eDIAL Ararat getar ‘river-shore’ [Acarean 1913: 224a]; Mein getarna ‘river-shore’ 
(see Alayan 1954: 293, in a glossary of purely dialectal words); Mus, Osakan getar 
‘the former river-bed which is ploughed’; Ararat and Juta getar ‘a mother river, of 
which a brook/rivulet branches out’ (see above). 

Both literary (since Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5" cent.) and dialectal attestations are 
confined to the Eastern area. Thus, we may be dealing with a word dialectally 
restricted to Eastern Armenia since the 5" century. 

In DialAdd apud NHB (2: 1061b) one finds getril, getaril, a verb that refers to 
darkening or confusion of eyes when one crosses a river. The -ar- here is different 
from that found in get-ar and probably derives from arnum ‘to take’, as is suggested 
in NHB (arnul getoy zac 's). 
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eETYM There can be no doubt that getar derives from get ‘river’ (q.v.). Acaryan 
(HAB 1: 537) does not specify the component ap All the meanings can 
theoretically presuppose a basic semantics 'to flow, stream'. A river-bed is the bed 
or channel in which a river flows; a river-shore is the land that is watered by the 
river; an outbranching “mother-river” is a river that makes flow a rivulet from itself. 
The component -ař can be derived from PIE *sr(o)u- ‘to stream, flow’, cf. Skt. srav- 
‘to stream, flow’, Russ. strujá ‘stream’, Lith. srauja, Latv. strauja ‘stream’, etc. In 
this case, it is identical with Arm. aru ‘brook, tributary; channel; ditch, trench, 
furrow, passage’ (q.v.). The fact that in the oldest attestation we find getaru, with 
final u-, makes the connection even more transparent. The semantic development ‘to 
stream, flow’ > ‘irrigated, watered land’ is also seen in Russ. ostrov ‘island’ from 
the same PIE *sr(o)u-. 

The ORuss. river-name J[vubcmpp (cf. Aavaorpıs, etc.) has been interpreted as of 
Iranian origin, containing the word for ‘river’, cf. Av. danu- f. ‘river, stream’, Oss. 
don ‘river; water’ [Abaev 1949: 162; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 671]. I wonder if 
the second component can be identified with PIE *sr(o)u-. In this case, the pattern 
(with the etymologically identical second component) would be comparable to that 
of PArm. *wed(V)-sru-. 

The word haw-ar-i which is represented in Bargirk! hayoc‘ as synonymous to 
getar (see above) seems to follow the same pattern, with the same *ar. I suggest to 
derive the first component *haw from PIE *h,ep- ‘river, water’: Luw. hapa/i- 
‘river’, Skt. áp- ‘water’ (cf. dvipa- ‘island, island in a river, sandbank’ (RV+) < 
*dui-hzp-o-, lit. ‘having water on two sides’), Toch. AB ap f. ‘water, river, stream’, 
etc. 

Note also kawarn ‘brook, canal’ (Cyril of Alexandria; several dialects [HAB 2: 
561b]), if composed of kaw (= the word for ‘clay’?) and *ar-. 


getin, o-stem: GDSg getn-o-y, AblSg i getn-o-y, AllSg i getin, LocSg i getn-i (rich 
evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 328c), a-stem: ISg getn-a-w 
(Hexaemeron, see K. Muradyan 1984: 276^), IPI getn-a-w-k' (Agat'angelos); AP 
getin-s (Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘earth, ground’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 538b]. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 44 suggests a connection with Gr. oddac ‘ground’. 
Aéaryan (HAB 1: 538) rejects this and other etymological suggestions and leaves 
the origin of the word open. 

A very attractive etymology is proposed in Gótze/Pedersen 1934: 79-80, who 
connect Arm. getin to Hitt. utne < *-nei, obl. utni- n. ‘land’, deriv. utnijant- c. 
‘people, population". The connection of this Hittite word to CLuw. *uatna- ‘land’ 
in Kizzuuatna-, Lyc. wedre/i- ‘city, country?’ is uncertain. For the forms, attestations 
and morphological discussion see Neu 1974: 109-114; Starke 1990: 4681705; 
Melchert 1994: 161; Kloekhorst 2006: 90; 2008: 933-934. Jahukyan 1987: 155, 198 
accepts the etymology, but later on (1990: 71, sem. field 1) he considers getin a 
word of unknown origin. 


37 Commenting upon this etymology, Kammenhuber (1961: 56-57) writes: “Ein besonders 
enger Kontakt zwischen den Armeniern und Heth.-Luviern nach dem Verlassen der idg. 
Heimat ist nach den (bisher angeführten) Übereinstimmungen sehr unwahrscheinlich". 
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Since the Hittite word is neuter, we may tentatively reconstruct a PD neuter n- 
stem (for this declension see Beekes 1995: 186): nom. *uéd-n, obl. *ud-én-. This 
paradigm would develop into PArm. *wéd-an, obl. *uden >> *wed(a)n, *weden, 
whence *weden-o- with secondary thematization: *ued-én-os : *ued-en-ósyo- > 
Arm. *getin(o) : *get(i)nó(yo) > ClArm. getin : getnoy. For a discussion on -in see 
s.vv. lusin ‘moon’, katin ‘acorn’; further cf. Olsen 1999: 464-465. If Gr. oddac 
‘ground’ is related, we might reconstruct *hzu(e)d-, but this is uncertain (see 
Kloekhorst ibid.). 

The Armenian (see Patrubány StugHetaz 1908: 152a) and Anatolian forms may 
be derived from the PIE neuter word for *water', cf. OCS voda *water', etc. (see s.v. 
get ‘river’), thus *water-land, land neighbouring with water’ (see Pisani 1957: 552; 
Melchert 1994: 161). In this case the appurtenance of the Greek form becomes even 
more problematic. 

The singular forms of Arm. getin, o-stem are abundantly attested in the Bible, but 
in the Concordance we find no testimony for plural forms. The only attestations for 
the a-stem are found with instrumental: sg. getn-a-w (Hexaemeron) and pl. getn-a- 
w-k' (Agat'angelos). It is tempting to explain this a-stem from IE neuter plural *-/p. 

Apart from this attestation of IPl, we find no plural forms in NHB, leaving aside 
API getin-s in Grigor Narekac‘i (10-11th cent.). Note the absence of dialectal forms 
in a frozen plural even when used in apposition with pl. tant. erkin-k' ‘sky’. In folk 
texts from Nor Naxijewan, for example, we often find kedin contrasted with ergink‘ 
‘sky’ (P‘ork‘Seyan 1971: 92a^^"*, 106b), also in a compound form ergink -kedin 
‘sky-earth’, with the verb in singular (op.cit. 32a"). 


ger ‘above, higher, over, more than’ (Book of Chries, Porphyry, Yovhannes Ojnec'i, 
Xosrovik T'argmanic', Anania Narekac‘i, etc.); the oldest attestation is ger i veroy in 
Eznik Kotbac‘i (Sth cent.), John Chrysostom [HAB 1: 539a]. 

Widely used as a prefix in the hellenophile style (NHB 1: 542-549; HAB 1: 539; 

A. Muradyan 1971: 141-142; Jahukyan 1993a: 10). 

eETYM Probably derived from IE *h2uer-, cf. Gr. deipw ‘to raise (up); for 
references to Meillet (BSL 26, p. 9) et al. and for a discussion, see HAB 1: 539-540; 
Chantraine 1968-80: 22-23 (hesitantly Hübschmann 1897: 495). Further see 
Kortlandt 1976: 94-95 = 2003: 4; Jahukyan 1987: 156, 199. The relation with PIE 
*yers- (cf. Skt. vársman- n. ‘height, peak, top’, Lith. virsus ‘top, peak’, OCS vrox® 
“upper end, top, point’, etc., see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 523; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 416a). 

If this Greek verb is etymologically identical with homonymous deipw ‘to bind 
together' (see Beekes 1969: 57; Chantraine 1968-80: 23-24), then Arm. ger is related 
with geri ‘captive’ (q.v.). 

The connection with Arm. ver ‘above’ is untenable since a PIE *(h)u- cannot 
yield Arm. v-; this word regularly derives from *uperi (see also Ravnes 1991: 69- 
70). See s.v. ver for more detail. 


geran, a-stem (later: ISg geran-i-w) ‘beam, log’ (Bible), ‘a kind of meteorological 
phenomenon’ (Philo+). For the latter meaning, Ačatyan (HAB 1: 540a) only cites 
Philo, but it seems to be present also in two other later attestations cited in NHB (1: 
545b) without semantic specification: du geraniwd kurac 'eal es *you have become 
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blind by that geran” (Yovhannes Erznkac‘i); Abreu zgeran hrelen “like a fiery 
geran” (Vardan Arewelc‘i). For the semantic shift, cf. hecan ‘log, beam’, later ‘a 
kind of meteorological phenomenon’; note the same ending -an. 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 540b]. 

eETYM Liden (1905/06: 485-487) connects with Celt. *vernd- (cf. Bret. f. gwern 
‘mast; alder’, MIr. fern ‘alder’, NIr. fearn ‘mast; alder’, etc.) and Alb. verré f. (< 
*yernd-) “white poplar’. Petersson (1916: 290-291) connects with geran-di ‘scythe; 
sickle’ and derives the words from PIE *uer- *krümmen'; see also s.v. gerandi. 

The etymology of Lidén is commonly accepted; see HAB 1: 540a; Pokorny 1959: 
1169; Jahukyan 1987: 156; Olsen 1999: 297. In order to explain Arm. -a-, unclear 
forms are reconstructed: *uer-nnà-, *uerend-. Probably reshaped under the influence 
of the suffix -an (on which see Jahukyan 1998: 11-12; Olsen 1999: 287-301). 


gerandi, a-stem (ISg gerandeaw in Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5" cent) ‘scythe; sickle’ 
(Bible+). Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.) has IPI gerandiwk‘ (1912-1980: 
310-5), which formally presupposes NSg *gerand (i-stem), but is probably a 
contracted form of *gerandeaw-k'. Note that the -i form is attested by the same 
author (223-9), 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects: HamSen, Axalc‘xa, Mus, Van, Salmast, Larabal, 
etc. [HAB 1: 540b]. 

According to Batramyan (1961: 177b), Kizen k”äränt‘i is a back-loan from 
Azerbaijani. Similar explanations can be offered for some other forms below. For 
back-loans, see 1.10. 

Hamsen has gerandi and k'erendi. On the former, see 1.5, and the latter (that is, 
the variant with an initial aspirated k“) can be compared with Laz K'erendi, which is 
considered to be an Armenian loan [HAB 1: 540b]. 

Larabat has k’ärändi and kerdndu, with a final -u [Davt‘yan 1966: 333]; 
according to Aéaryan (HAB 1: 540b), kerändü. Compare Ijewan/Sam&adin märändu 
vs. Arm. dial. märändi ‘the biggest kind of sickle’ (see below). The -u may be 
analogical after the oblique stem, cf. the case of agi ‘tail’ in Larabat (see s.v.). 
eSEMANTICS Originally, gerandi probably referred to a cutting, mowing implement 
in general, either a sickle or scythe. Later, the semantics became specific: ‘scythe’, 
as opposed to manga! ‘sickle’. This specification is seen already in the 5" century, 
cf. Lazar P‘arpec‘i 88 (1904=1985: 159 5: mangataw ew gerandeaw zxot 
harkanic‘en. In dialects, gerandi always refers to the scythe (see Bdoyan 1972: 
364-368). 
eETYM NHB (1: 545c) suggests a derivation from geran ‘beam’. The same idea has 
been developed by Petersson (1916: 290-291), who assumes a basic meaning 
‘krumm’ and derives the words from PIE *uer- ‘kriimmen’. Acaryan (HAB 1: 540b) 
does not accept these and other etymologies and leaves the origin of gerandi open. 
Jahukyan (1987: 156) does not mention gerandi next to geran, and takes gerandi to 
be of unknown origin (1990: 72, sem. field 8). 

Olsen (1999: 439) compares with Gr. yepác, xépaóoc n. *Geróll, Kies, Geschiebe’ 
(in Liddell/Scott/Jones 'silt, gravel, and rubbish, brought down by torrents") and 
reconstructs *g"ernt-iom for Armenian, assuming “a substantivized adjective of 
material”. This etymology is semantically improbable. Also the absence of 
palatalizion of the velar is problematic (cf. 2.1.14). 
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In my view, the derivation of gerandi ‘scythe; sickle’ from geran ‘beam, log‘ is 
plausible. Similarly, hecanoc‘ ‘a kind of winnowing-fan' (Bible+), which has no 
acceptable etymology in HAB 3: 76a, may be derived from hecan ‘log, beam; a kind 
of meteorological phenomenon' (with the ending -an as in geran), as is suggested by 
Jahukyan (1979: 27-28). 

As to the second component -di, I suggest a comparison with IIr. *daH- ‘to mow, 
cut off (presumably from PIE *deh;-): Skt. dā- ‘to mow, cut off’, dátra- n. ‘scythe, 
sickle’ (RV+), Bengali dà ‘sickle’, Pahl., NPers. das ‘sickle’ (< SWIran *däca- < 
Iran *däadra-), Paraci des ‘sickle’ (< Iran *dadrr-), etc.; see Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 
716; EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 438-441. PIE *deh;-V- would yield Arm. *ti-V- > *ti. 
In PArm. *geran-ti-, -t- may have become voiced due to the preceding nasal, cf. 
ank-/ang- ‘to fall’. 

Alternatively, one might suggest an Iranian loan: *ddavri- ‘sickle’ > *da(h)i : 
*geran-da(h)i > gerandi. But this is less probable. 

The basic meaning of Arm. geran-di would be, thus, ‘log/stick-sickle’, that is ‘a 
mowing implement with wooden handle’. 

The word gerandi is reminiscent of a rhyming synonymous word in Arm. 
dialects, namely märändi ‘the biggest kind of sickle’ (Ijewan and Sam$adin 
märändu), which is considered to have been introduced by Persian Armenians (see 
Bdoyan 1972: 348b;,, 352, 356-357, 367a). 


gerdastan, a-stem ‘body of servants and captives’ (Luke 12.42; John Chrysostom), 
‘possessions’ (Cyril of Jerusalem), ‘estate, landed property’ (Yovhannés 
Drasxanakertc‘i); gerdast-akan, gerdastan-ik ‘servant, female servant’ (John 
Chrysostom). Ataryan (HAB 1: 541a) records EArm. gerdastun and explains its 
vocalism by folk-etymological reshaping as if composed of tun ‘house’. 

In Luke 12.42, the word renders Gr. epazeía (in coll. sense) “body of attendants, 
retinue’: i veray gerdastani iwroy ` ézi ing Vepametac (Nestle/Aland 203). 
eDIAL Alaskert, Axalc'xa g‘erd‘astan, etc.; according to Acaryan (HAB 1: 542a), 
from the literary language. 
eETYM Alaryan (HAB 1: 541) derives from PIE *g”erd”-: Skt. grhá- m. ‘house, 
residence’ (RV+), YAv. garada- m. ‘house of daevic beings’, Goth. gards m. 
‘house, housekeeping’, etc. As he points out, the absence of palatalization of the 
initial guttural is problematic (on this, see 2.1.14), and -stan (of Iranian origin) is 
also found with native roots, cf. and ‘cornfield’ : and-astan, etc. 

It has been assumed that Arm. gerd-astan derives from the same PIE word, but 
via Iranian mediation [Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 120; Nyberg 1974: 80; 
Perixanjan 1983: 309-310jo, cf. 58; Jahukyan 1987: 171, 272, 520; Olsen 1999: 333, 
33399]. For the semantic development ‘house, household, estate’ > ‘servant’, cf. 
especially OPers. *garda- ‘Diener, Hausgesinde, oik&tng’, Pahl. ga/ [gl] coll. ‘the 
gang, the villeins labouring on the estates of the kings, the satraps, the magnates, 
etc.’; see s.v. alaxin ‘female servant’. 


geri, ea-stem: GDSg gerw-o-y, GDPI gere-a-c‘ (Bible+) ‘captive’, gerem ‘to capture, 
take prisoner’ (both are richly attested in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 330); 
late diminutive gerék ‘miserable, poor’ (Yaysmawurk‘, see HAB 1: 543b). 
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Some textual illustrations: in P‘awstos Buzand 5.44 (1883-1984: 2185 transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 229): zi olormer alk'atac', tnankac', gereac', amayeac', otarac', 
pandxtac " : "For he comforted the poor, the homeless, the captive, the abandoned, 
the stranger, the wanderer"; in Genesis 34.29 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 308): zkanays 
noc ‘a gerec ‘in : TAG yovaikac atÓv fyuaActevoav. 

The verb gerem and the compound gerevar, a-stem ‘captor’ (= geri ‘captive’ + 
-a- + var- ‘to lead’) co-occur in Job 1.15: Ew ekin gerevark' ew gerec ‘in znosa ` Kai 
édovtes ol alyuoAwrsvovres NxuaAorevoav avtac : "And captors came and carried 
them off" (Cox 2006: 52). 
eDIAL Van, Moks, Salmast, etc. [HAB 1: 544b]. According to Acaryan (1913: 226a; 
HAB ibid.), Manisa, C‘enkiler, C‘arsanéag, Tarente *gerek-nal ‘to beg, supplicate’ 
derives from geri. If this is true, the verb may be derived from the diminutive gerek 
‘miserable, poor’ (see above), basically meaning ‘to supplicate miserably, like a 
miserable person’. 
eETYM Lidén (1906: 106-108) links Arm. geri with Gr. evpioxe ‘to find’, Olr. -füar 
‘I found’ < IE *ue-ur-, pass. -frith ‘inventum est’ < IE *ure-to-, etc., assuming that 
the original meaning of the Armenian word is ‘nehmen, ergreifen’. Though largely 
accepted (Pokorny 1959: 1160; Frisk, s.v.; Jahukyan 1987: 156; M. Niepokuj apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 202a), this etymology is problematic both formally and 
semantically. See also Olsen 1999: 439. 

A preferable but largely forgotten etymology has been proposed by Aéaryan 
(HAB 1: 544), who connects Arm. geri to Gr. deipw ‘to bind together’, ovv-apic, - 
idoc f. ‘two-horse team’, Lith. virvé ‘string’, OCS obora (< *ob-vora) ‘string’, etc. 
The same has independently been suggested by Olsen (1999: 439, 763). For a further 
discussion, see Barton 1989: 154¢9. For the semantic relationship compare MPers. 
band-ak ‘servant, slave’ from band-, bastan ‘to bind, fetter, fasten’, cf. Skt. bandh- 
‘to bind, fasten’, bandhá- m. ‘bond, fetter? (RV+), etc. (see EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 
2003: 68-80), as well as Arm. bant ‘prison’ (Iranian loanword), on which see HAB 
1: 409-410. See also s.v.v. pind ‘firm, dense, fastened’, papanjim ‘to grow dumb, 
speechless’. Note also Georg. geri ‘stepson’ and an identical form in the Armenian 
dialect of T‘iflis (HAB 1: 544b). For WCauc. forms possibly borrowed from 
Armenian, see Jahukyan 1987: 602. 

Further, see s.v. ger ‘above, higher, over, more than’. 


gef, o-stem: GDSg gij-o-y, GDPI gij-o-c ‘ (Philo, Aristotle, Gregory of Nyssa), LocSg 
i gij-i (Bible+) adj. ‘moist; lascivious’, subst. ‘moisture’ (LocSg i gij-i). In the verb 
gijanam and in the compound gij-akn(-eay), refers to eye-pus. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.6 (1913=1991: 108'°; transl. Thomson 1978: 135): i gijin 
ew i maraxlut telis mayreac' ew i lorawets “to the wet and foggy regions of forests 
and moss". 
eDIAL Mus, Bulanox, T‘iflis, Larabat, Moks, Hacon: ‘moist’. Lazax gej means ‘very 
dirty’, and Xian gejril ‘to mould’ [Acarean 1913: 227b; HAB 1: 551a]. 
eETYM From QIE *e""e/oid"-io-, cf. Russ. Zídkij, SCr. Zídak, etc. ‘liquid, watery’ 
[Lidén 1906: 74-75; HAB 1: 551a; Jahukyan 1982: 62; 1987: 128]. The connection 
with Gr. óeica f. ‘slime, filth’ is phonologically problematic and is therefore 
disputed (cf. Frisk s.v.; Jahukyan 1987: 172). Pokorny (1959: 469) and Adams (apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 490a) do not mention the Armenian form next to the Greek, 
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Slavic and Germanic cognates.” Note also Russ. žíža < *zidid, as well as several 
dialectal forms with the root Zid- referring, as the Armenian cognate, to dirt; see 
SlovRusNarGov 9, 1972: 168-169. I wonder if Russ. dial. Zídi pl. ‘forest demons; 
heretics’ (ibid. 169a) is related, too. The basic meaning is, thus, “liquid; (liquid) dirt; 
moral dirt". 

For the Armenian word, usually an e-grade is reconstructed, see Jahukyan 1975: 
39; 1982: 62; 1987: 128; Kortlandt 1994: 27 = 2003: 104; Olsen 1999: 811. An 
o-grade (see HAB) would better explain the absence of palatalization of the initial 
guttural, unless one assumes dissimilation as in gefj-k‘ ‘glands’, ak ‘is ‘weasel’, kec'i 
‘birch’ (see 2.1.14), which seems plausible. 

Armenian *Ziz- in ZZak (T‘ovmay Arcruni 1.3 — 9-10" cent.), ZiZmak, Z(i)Zmunk‘, 
*zzuank‘ ‘insects, worms; hallucination, mirage; nightmare’ and Zizi ‘dragon-fly’ is 
considered to have onomatopoeic origin by Acaryan (HAB 2: 229-230). I tentatively 
propose an alternative etymology. If gé indeed reflects an o-grade, one may assume 
that *ZiZ- is related and goes back to *e""(e)id"-i(e)h;-. For the 2, cf. i£ ‘viper’, etc. 
(see s.v. and 2.1.2). Note also the semantic field discussed in 3.5.2 (*cipr, Cpur 
*eye-pus' : cpurn ‘dragon-fly’, etc.). 


*get- ‘to know’: gitem, aor. lsg. git-a-c -i, 3.sg git-a-c‘ ‘to know, be acquainted with; 
to be able; to copulate’ (Bible+), ‘to consider’ (Agat'angelos, etc.); -(a-)get as the 
second member of a number of compounds (Bible+); get, a-stem: GDPI git-a-c' 
(Bible+); i-stem: GDPI git-i-c‘ (Eusebius of Caesarea) ‘wizard, magician, sorcerer’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL The verb is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 552b]. 

In a folk-tale from Larabat recorded by M. Mxit'aryan in 1961 (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 
103 PS one finds a numeration of various specialists, sorcerers and hakeems/medics, 
which tried to cure the mute princess: hdk yim, gyidac ‘ol, derviš, p 'alc'i mart 'ik'y. 
Of these, gyidac‘ol reflects *eit-ac'-o? and can be compared with ClArm. get 
*wizard, magician, sorcerer'. 
eETYM From PIE *ueid- ‘to know, be acquainted with’: Skt. ved- ‘to know, be 
acquainted with’, Goth. wait ‘he knows’, etc. Hübschmann 1897: 435; HAB 1: 552; 
Pokorny 1959: 1125. The Armenian verb is derived from PIE perfect *uoid-h;e, cf. 
Skt. perfect véda, Gr. oida, Goth. wait. For a discussion, see Meillet 1936: 112; K. 
Schmidt 1980: 43; 1985: 86; Schmitt 1981: 52, 134, and especially Peters 1997. 

On the relation between the two PIE roots *uid- “to know’ and ‘to find’ as well as 
on the phrase ‘to find favour’, see de Lamberterie 1978-79 (on the phrase, see also 
Clackson 1994: 180-181); SaradZeva 1986: 163-164. 


gi, o-stem: GDSg gi-o-y ‘juniper’ (Bible); with h-glide gi-h-i ‘id.’ (lex.). 
eDIAL Zeyt'un gr ‘juniper’, Binkean gi ‘cypress’ [Aéaryan 2003: 107-108; HAB 1: 
554b]; Xotorjur g ‘thi ‘juniper’ ' HAB 1: 556b; Aéaryan 2003: 108; YusamXotorj 
1964: 437b]; *gi-h-eni > Larabat kéne, Lori keni, etc. [HAB 1: 554b]. For the latter 
form cf. gin glossed as geni car in the glossary Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 
66"'55) Amalyan (op. cit. 357,54) identifies this tree with gi, gieni. 


?* A completely different etymology is offered by Woodhouse (1994). 
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Ananyan (1984: 241, 320, 430, 481-482, 486) describes Ararat keni as an 
evergreen conifer with very oily pitch and easily kindling ‘needle-leaves’. He 
mentions gihi and keni side by side in the same context, as similar but different trees 
(op. cit. 49, cf. 355). Zangezur keni is said to have thorny branches [Lisic‘yan 1969: 
100]. According to Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 435b, gi, gihi refers to “yew, taxus’. For a 
further discussion, see Alisan 1895: 122-123. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *uei(H)-t-: Ir. *uai-t-: Gr. pitéa ‘willow’, Skt. vetasá- m. 
‘Calamus Rotang or another kind of similar reed’, vaitasá- m. ‘Rohrstock’ (= 
*penis"), vetra- m. ‘a big kind of Calamus’, YAv. vaetay- f. “Weide, Weidengerte’ 
(Bartholomae 1904: 1314), Pashto vala < *uaitiia-, Pahl. wed [wyt], NPers. bed 
‘willow’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 89), Kurd. bi, bid “ronoz = poplar’ (Kurmanji), 
‘willow’ (Cabolov 1, 2001: 197-198), Lat. uitis ‘vine, vine-branch; centurion's 
staff’, OHG wida ‘willow’, Germ. Weide, etc., see Lidén 1905-06: 494-498; HAB 1: 
554; 4: 627; on the etymon, see also Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 628, 649-650; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 578-579; Mallory/Adams 1997: 571a, 643a. 

The Armenian word is often mentioned under the derivative *uei-s- (Pokorny 
1959: 1133; Mallory/Adams 1997: 644a). In fact it belongs with *uei(H)-t- (thus 
also P. Friedrich 1970: 55; Campbell 1990: 174). 

Klimov (1989: 23-24; 1994: 76-78; 1998: 226-227) relates this IE tree-name with 
Kartv. *ywi- ‘juniper’ considering the cluster *yw- as a reflex of PIE *Hu-. More 
probably, the Kartvelian word is an Armenian loanword, as is stated by Aéaryan in 
HAB 1: 554b; 4: 627 for Georgian yvi-a, etc. The semantics corroborates this 
assumption. Klimov 1994: 77 rejects the direct comparison on phonological 
grounds. However, Kartv. *yw- can be regarded as the reflex of PArm. Zeit < IE 
*ui(H)-. Exactly the same is seen in another early armenism in Kartvelian: *ywino- 
‘wine’ < Arm. *g”inio-: gini, gen. ginwoy ‘wine’, cf. Gr. (rJolvoc, Lat. vinum, Hitt. 
uiian-, etc. Besides, Klimov’s idea on Kartv. *yw- vs. PIE *Hu- is unconvincing 
because neither of these PIE lexemes has in fact an initial laryngeal. 


gil, o-stem or a-stem: IPI gl-o-v-k‘, var. gl-a-w-k', in Yovhan Mamikonean (A. 
Abrahamyan 1941: 1997: k‘arambk‘ ew glovk '/glawk' yanxnay kotorec in); API 
gil-s in 1 Maccabees 2.36 ‘stone for throwing’; gil ‘rolling’ (Grigor Narekac‘1., etc.); 
glem ‘to roll’ (Bible+), frequently referring to rolling of rocks [vem] or stones [k‘ar], 
see NHB 1: 559b (vems giel also in Anania Sirakac‘i, see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 
321°); gl-or-em ‘to roll; to stumble, fall down’ (Bible, Agat'angelos, etc.); 
gayt‘-a-gt-im ‘to roll, stumble, fall down; to err’ (Bible+); gl-an ‘cylinder’ 
(Aristotle). Also get-a-hmay-k‘ ‘a kind of sorcery’, attested in Yovhan 
Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (5"/7" cent.), is considered to belong here, as a sorcery 
by throwing stone/dice. The word is usually represented as gilahmay-k', with -i- 
[NHB 1: 552a; HAB 1: 555a; A. Petrosjan 1987: 57]. The actual form is, however, 
gelahmay-s, as in NHB 2: 475b, s.v. Seljaxtirk', as well as in the recent editon (2003: 
1264a 7 °). 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 66\"'”): gi]- virg. Amalyan (op. cit. 357179) 
notes that the gloss is found in this form in a number of old manuscripts. 
eDIAL The verb glor- ‘to roll’ is widespread in the dialects. In some of them (Polis, 
Rodost'o, Aslanbek, Xarberd, Zeyt'un, Salmast), one finds an epenthetic -d-, 
*el-d-or- from *gl-t-or- [HAB 1: 555a, 556a]. Note also Larabat *g/-an ‘a wooden 
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cylinder for transporting stones by rolling upon it’, Hamsen *gl-il “to glide’ [HAB 1: 
556a]. For the latter, cf. gayt -a-gt-im ‘to roll, fall down; to err’ (Bible+). 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 556a), with reservations, also mentions Van *gil ‘a kind of soft 
stone’. (Alafyan 1952: 253 vacat). Note also Kizen gil ‘a stone to wash with’ 
[Balramyan 1961: 177b], Ares gil ‘id.’ [Lusenc‘ 1982: 202a], both represented as 
from ClArm. gil. Acaryan (HAB 1: 556a) alternatively compares Pers. gil ‘clay’. 
This is more probable, since V. Ananyan (1978: 105; 1984: 447-448, 456, 463), 
native of Dilijan region, repeatedly and thoroughly describes gil as a sticky, clayey 
substance which serves as soap. 
eETYM Probably belongs with gelum ‘to twist, etc.’ (q.v.); for the semantics, cf. 
Russ. valun ‘boulder’ [Hübschmann 1897: 435; HAB 1: 555]. Olsen (1999: 954, 
9543s) is sceptical concerning the derivation of gil (1 Maccabees 2.36 -s) ‘stone for 
throwing’ from the root for ‘to roll’ and takes as an isolated word of unknown 
origin. I see no reason for this. 

According to M. Muradyan (1975: 57), the root is also seen in angtayk‘ (q.v.), 
which is improbable. A. Petrosjan (1987: 57) mentions gefahmay-k‘ as belonging to 
the root *wel-, to which he ascribes an exaggerated value. 


gin, o-stem: GDSg gn-o-y, GDPI gn-o-c ', IPl gn-o-v-k‘ (Bible+); later also i-stem: IPl 
gn-i-w-k' (Nersés Lambronac‘i, 12" cent.) ‘price, purchase price; buy; hiring price’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 557a]. 
eETYM Since long (TérviSean apud HAB; Bugge 1889: 24; Hübschmann 1883: 24- 
25; 1897: 434), derived from PIE *ues-no-: Skt. vasná- n. ‘puchase price’, Lat. 
venum n. in the formula vénum dare ‘to put up for sale’, cf. Gr. voc ‘purchase 
price’ and the verbal form in Hittite, uas- ‘to buy’, see HAB 1: 556-557; Pokorny 
1959: 1173; Mayrhofer KEWA 3, 1976: 177; EWAia 2, 1996: 535; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 185a; Olsen 1999: 29. 

The Armenian form is usually derived from *wesno-, but this seems unnecessary; 

gin can be regarded as the regular outcome of *uesno- (see Ringe 1984: 51; Morani 
1991: 178-179; Beekes 2003: 170; cf. Ravnzs 1991: 7; Clackson 1994: 111). 


gind, a-stem: GDPI gnd-a-c' (Bible*); later: o-stem: IPI gnd-o-v-k' in John 
Chrysostom (see Hac‘uni 1923: 132-133), i-stem: GDPI gnd-i-c‘ (Carontir) ‘earring’ 
(Bible-); gnd-ak ‘vine’ in Genesis 49.11 (z-gndak-e, Zeyt'unyan 1985: 385), 
Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 145'"', 147^, Philo, etc. 

17 attestations in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 333c). Textual illustrations from 
Movsés Xorenac‘i: 2.47 (1913-1991: 174" 5 transl. Thomson 1978: 187-188): gind 
yerkosin akanjsn, <...;...>, bayc' miayn yerkuc' gndac'n : “rings for both ears, 
<...;...>, except for the two [ear]rings". For the context, see Xalat’janc 1896, 1: 
256ff; Hac‘uni 1923: 84; Thomson 1978: 1883. For attestations in Agat‘angetos, 
Etise, John Chrysostom, etc., see Hac*uni 1923: 96, 110, 116, 132-133, 220, 298. 
eDIAL The form gind is present in Mus, AlaSkert, Ararat, Van-group, Salmast, etc. 
[HAB 1: 558a]. A textual illustration in a folk-song from Mui (R. Grigoryan 1970: 
169N?5^. onder akanjin ‘(wearing) rings on his ear(s)’. 
eETYM From QIE *uend"-eh>-: OEngl. windan ‘to wind’, Germ. winden ‘to wind’, 
OHG winda, Germ.Winde ‘bindweed, convolvulus’ (< ‘die Sichwindende, HerkWört 
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1997: 815b; cf. Arm. gnd-ak ‘vine’), Skt. vandhür- m. ‘seat of carriage, framework 
of carriage’, vandhura- n. ‘framework of carriage’ < *vandh- ‘to plait, wind’ (cf. 
Iran. *vand- > Arm. vand-ak ‘plaited net, basket, cage’, HAB 4: 304-305), etc., see 
Lidén 1906: 5-8; HAB 1: 557; Pokorny 1959: 1148; Schmitt 1981: 61; Ravnees 
1991: 69, 71; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 503 (without Armenian); Mallory/Adams 
1997: 607a; Olsen 1999: 70; Viredaz 2005: 97, 9764. Hamp 2001: 9 adduces also 
Alb. veth, pl. vath ‘earring’ (sceptical Kortlandt 1986: 41 = 2003: 70). 


gini, wo-stem: GDSg ginw-o-y, AblSg i ginw-o-y, ISg ginw-o-v, LocSg i ginw-o-j; ea- 
stem: ISg gine-a-w, GDPI gine-a-c‘, IPl gine-a-w-k' (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 334-335) ‘wine’ (Bible+); a number of compounds with gin- 
and gine- < *gini-a- 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 559a]. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 1: 553c; Hübschmann 1883: 25; 1897: 434-435), 
connected with Gr. (rJoivog m. ‘wine’ and Lat. vinum T, n. ‘wine’; note also Alb. 
véré/vené ‘wine’, Hitt. uiian- c. ‘wine’, CLuw. uinija- ‘of wine’, HLuw. wiian(i)- 
‘vine’, etc. See HAB 1: 558-559; Pokorny 1959: 1121; Beekes 1987a; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 644; Demiraj 1997: 414; Olsen 1999: 439-440”. 
The word for *wine' has been treated as non-IE (see HAB 1: 558-559 with 
literature and a discussion; Krahe 1970: 86-87; Greppin 2008a). According to 
Meillet (1908-09b: 163; 1936: 143; see also Meillet/Vendryes 1924: 16-17), we are 
dealing with a Mediterranean word. Acafyan (1937: 3; AcarHLPatm 1, 1940: 103) 
treats Arm. gini and Gr. oivog as borrowed from Phrygian, or from the 
Mediterranean or Aegean civilization. Jahukyan (1987: 49, 155, 307, 309, 450) 
mentions Indo-European, Mediterranean, and Semitic theories. Further see 
Otkupscikov 1985: 102. 

The PIE origin of ‘wine’ is more probable (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 647- 
648 = 1995: 557-558; Otkupščikov 1985; Beekes 19872). For a discussion, see also 
Bonfante 1974; Schmitt 1981: 52, 68-71; Mallory/Adams 1997: 644-646; Matzinger 
2005: 20, 66. One now reconstructs an n-stem < *u(e)ih;-on-, see Beekes 1987a; 
Kloekhorst 2008: 1012; cf. Gippert 1994: 1194¢. 

Kartv. *ywino- “wine’: Georg. yvino-, Megr. yvin-, Laz y(v)in-, Svan ywin-e/äl is 
treated as a loan from PArm. *y"einio- « *ue/oi(H)nio- through the development 
Arm. g- < *y"- DIE *u-, see NHB 1: 553c (explicitly deriving the Georgian form 
from Armenian); Bugge 1893: 83 with ref.; Hübschmann 1897: 397, 434-435; 
Pedersen 1906: 458 = 1982: 236; HAB 3: 558-559; IllicC-Svityé 1964: 55, 8; 
Jahukyan 1967: 53; Kortlandt 1976: 95; 1989: 44 = 2003: 4, 89; for a critical 
analysis, see Ravnzs 1991: 85). 

Klimov (1964: 203-204; 1989: 23, 25; 1994: 78-82, cf. 106-108; 1998: 227) 
repeatedly rejects the Armenian origin of the Kartvelian word and treats the latter as 
a very early Indo-European loanword. However, his assumption on the development 
PIE *Hu- > Kartv. *yw- is uncertain especially as far as this particular word is 
concerned because this PIE word has no initial laryngeal, whereas the development 


?? According to Olsen 1999: 439-440, the vacillation between wo- and ea- stem of Arm. gini 
probably points to an old neuter. 
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PIE *y- > PArm. *y"- > Kartv. *yw- is practically impeccable. Note also PIE *ui(H)- 
> Arm. *y"i- ‘juniper’ > Kartv. *ywi- ‘juniper’ (see s.v. gi ‘juniper’). 

For further references and a discussion on Armenian and Kartvelian forms and 
related issues, see Dumézil 1967a: 29-305; Greppin 1997a: 384; Takacs 1997: 374; 
Witzel 2003: 223g; Viredaz 2003: 6843, and especially Gippert 1994: 117-121 and 
Greppin 1998; 2008a. 


giser, o-stem: GDSg giser-o-y and LocSg giser-i or i giser-i (abundant in the Bible, 
see Astuacaturean 1895: 336); a-stem in adverbial forms: ISg giser-a-w (Elise, 5" 
cent.; Aristakés Lastivertc‘i, 11" cent.), GDPI giser-a-c‘ (Isaiah 26.9, Gr. éx vvrtòç) 
‘night’ (Bible+); giSer-ayn adv. ‘at night’ (Bible+); Giser-a-var (later also Giser-a- 
var, folk-etymologically associated with var- ‘to light up, kindle’) ‘planet Venus, 
Evening Star’ (Job, Cyril of Jerusalem, etc.; renders Gr. £ozepoc 'Evening-Star, 
Venus' in Job 9.9 and 38.32, see Cox 2006: 93, 247; see also 3.1.5). 

On genitive giser-oy vs. locative and adverbial giser-i, see Clackson 1994: 63; 
Olsen 1999: 179, 17933). For the parallelism between o- and a-stems, see below. 
€eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 560b]. Interesting are Metri k San-raku 
*morning-evening', k'san-k'serav ‘early morning’, k ‘Sana, k'sanac ' ‘in the morning’ 
[Alayan 1954: 335-336], practically the same in Karéewan [H. Muradyan 1960: 
234a], Kak'avaberd k 'isánac ' ‘in the morning’ [H. Muradyan 1967: 208b]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. &ozepog m. ‘evening; evening-star, Venus; of or at 
evening; Western’, éozépa, Ion. on f. ‘evening; the Western Empire’, Lat. vesper, 
-eris, -eri ‘evening; evening-star; west’, vesper-e, vesper-i “in the evening’, vespera 
f. ‘evening’, Lith. vàkaras m. ‘evening’, OCS večer», etc.; see Klaproth 1831: 99a 
(kser); Hübschmann 1897: 435; HAB 1: 559-560; Mladenov 1937: 99; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 184a. For a sceptical discussion, see Brugmann 1902-03: 157- 
163. 

It has been assumed that Welsh ucher derives from *woiksero-, which, as far as 
the *-s- is concerned, is compared to BSI. *veskeras, reconstructed as such in view 
of Bulg. dial. (Vinga) uscer (see Loewenthal 1928, with refer.). According to Winter 
(1966: 207), precisely the same source form can be reconstructed for Arm. giser. 
Pisani (1950: 170-171) assumes *sk > š before front vowels. Schrijver (1995: 
159-160; see also Beekes 1996: 23249) posits *ue(K)speros for Welsh, etc. and shows 
that there is no solid evidence for *-i- apart from Arm. giser. The Armenian 
vocalism can be explained through the secondary development *ges- > *geis- (see 
Beekes 2003: 203). The vocalic development e > i has been explained by the 
following palatal š, see 2.1.2. However, the š remains unexplained. Earlier, Beekes 
(2000: 24, 27) mentioned the irregular correspondence *-sp- : *-k- and derived Arm. 
giser from *ue/oik- (with a question mark); see also Pokorny 1959: 1173 with ref. 
For *ue(i)bkuero-, see Katz 2000: 7219 with references. Blažek 2004: 66 posits 
*uek"ero- and compares with the case of iž ‘viper’ (q.v.). Jahukyan 1984a: 160 
posits *ueisk"ero-, with *-sk'- > Arm. -é-, but this is unfounded. 

One also assumes *-ksp- > *-ks(p)- comparing with vestasan ‘sixteen’ (Normier 
1981: 23-247; Beekes 2003: 201; 2004). However, this would result in Arm. -sp-, as 
the very same vestasan shows; see 2.1.12. I therefore assume *ueksepero- through 
contamination with *ksep-r/n- ‘night’ (cf. YAv. *xsapar-, xsafn-, Skt. ksáp- f., Hitt. 
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ispant- ‘night’, etc.; cf. also Puhvel 2003: 348), thus: *ueksepero- > PArm. 
*we(k)se(w)ero- > *geisero- > giser. 

The assumption of a compound (see Hamp 1966: 13-15; Olsen 1999: 17933, with 
ref.) comprising *ueik/g- “Wechsel, unit of time’ and *ksperos ‘night’ is improbable. 
Against the *-i-, see above. For a further discussion of this IE term in the context of 
an ancient European substratum, see Beekes 1996: 232-2330. 

The parallelism of o- and a-stems of giser is comparable with that of Gr. £ozepoc 
: éoztípa and Lat. vesper : vespera [Olsen 1999: 179]. 


*git- in gtanem (aor. gt-i, e-git) ‘to find’ (Bible); giwt, i-stem ‘finding, invention’ 
(Bible+); git ‘finding, gift (IPI gt-i-w-k‘ in Hamam Arewelc‘i, 9" cent.; a hapax). 

The i-stem of giwt is based on: GDSg giwt-i (Agat'angelos, Lazar P'arpec'i), 
GDP! giwt-i-c' (Agat'angelos), IPI giwt-i-w-k' (Agat'angelos, Philo). 
eDIAL The verb gtanem is widespread in the dialects. 

In the Van-group, we find *entn-. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 564b), here also belonged Akn git ‘the time of 
abundant food, when everything is found in abundance'. Gabrielean (1912: 251) 
records git in the same dialect, as the root of gtanem, “more original than the form 
giwt". It appears in git é “is found”. 
eETYM From PIE *u(e)id-: Skt. aor. ávidat (= e-git ‘he found’), pres. vindati ‘to 
find’ (RV+), Pahl. wind- ‘to find; to desire’, Lat. uidere ‘to look, to see’, etc. 
[Hübschmann 1897: 437; HAB 1: 564; Schmitt 1981: 49, 54]. 

According to Meillet (1936: 44), giwt (i-stem) derives from *uind-. For this and 
the “epenthetical” explanations I refer to Clackson 1994: 108, 22155 and, especially, 
155. Olsen (1999: 182-183) relates the u-epenthesis to *uid-tu-, continued in Lat. 
visus ‘look’. Beekes (2003: 205) points out that giwt “clearly belongs to the root git-, 
and it is quite possible that the epenthesis was caused by a following u, but it cannot 
be demonstrated". 

Winter (1962: 261) explains giwt from PIE *uid-ti-, with a development of *-dt- 
to -wt-. Clackson (1994: 155) considers this explanation the most preferable. See 
2.1.22.12 for more details. In this case, Arm. an-giwt adj. "not found" (Korrwn, 
P'awstos, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Elise) would match Skt. d-vitti- f. *not-finding' (AV). 

It is tempting to compare Arm. dial. *gnin- with Skt. vindáti ‘to find’ (RV+), 
Pahl. wind- ‘to find; to desire’, etc. More probably, however, it is due to anticipation 
of the nasal of gtanem. 


giwt, j/i-stem [see below] ‘village’. Widely represented at all the stages of Armenian. 

Much has been written about the anomalous paradigm and the variety of the 
spellings (giwt, gewi, geawi, geöt, gut, get) of the word; cf. A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 
57; Schmitt 1981: 95, 108; Jahukyan 1982: 96, 118, 119; L. Hovhannisyan 1991: 
16-17, etc. In general, I accept the paradigm reconstructed by V. Afakelyan (1984: 
25-26), based on solid textual evidence (cf. also Meillet 1913: 58; Olsen 1999: 172): 
NSg ge(a)wl, GSg gelj, GDPI giwlic', although I disagree with his diachronic 
interpretation of -e- in gelt and -iw- in giwlic' directly from the -eaw- of the 
nominative form, as well as with *gewet-/ > gelt, suggested by Acaryan (HAB 4: 
628a) and Jahukyan (1982: 119), and gew! > gel, assumed by S. Avagyan and H. 
Muradyan (see below). 
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The -a- of geaw! may be secondary, see s.v. e(a)wt‘n ‘seven’, so that the idea of 
H. Muradyan (1982: 149) about the sound shift -eaw- > -ew- in pretonic position is 
irrelevant here. One should perhaps assume that geawi/geöt is merely a variant 
spelling of what was pronounced as /giil/, A question arises, however, why all the 
dialectal forms derive from gef, whereas in the case of the word for ‘seven’, eawt n 
seems to be the only form present in dialects. The reason for this may be, as we shall 
see, that the -w- in gew! did not originally belong to the etymon. 

I agree with V. Arak'elyan that giw? is analogical after GDPI giwfic‘. According 
to Astuacaturean (1895: 332), the latter is attested in the Bible four times rather than 
three times, as Arak'elyan says, although in the fourth attestation, namely Acts 4.34, 
one finds gewlic' cited in NHB 1: 559a. It is important to note that, except for this 
ambiguous case, *gewlic' is not attested in the Bible, so giwlic' seems to be the 
actual Classical form for GDPl. The pair gew? : giwlic' leads to an opposition 
-éw-/-iw-( ), on which see Meillet 1913: 17-18; Weitenberg 1993a: 67. Compare e.g. 
arewc vs. oblique ariwc- ‘lion’. See also s.v. ew? ‘oil’. If GDPI getic‘ is reliable (see 
below), it could have been older than giwtic‘ : getic‘ > *gewlic' (analogically after 
NSg ge(a)wf) > giwlic‘. 

It has been customary to treat ge? as a dialectal form. However, in NHB 1: 534c 
one finds a special entry gel with six attestations (gels, getic‘, geliwk', etc.), two of 
them already in the Classical period (Elise and Eusebius of Caesarea). Besides, 
according to Astuacaturean (1895: 332a), ge? is found twice in the Bible, namely in 
Nehemiah 6.2 (i ge?) and Mark 11.2 (i gef-d). V. Arak'elyan (1984: 26) notes this, 
not specifying the locations, and states that this ge 1s dialectal. The latter attestation 
seems to have a variant reading i geawi-d, see NHB 1: 559a, where, moreover, Luke 
13.22 is cited, too, with variants and gets/ gewis/geawis. 

More examples can be added. Movses Xorenac‘i 2.57 (1913-1991: 187) has IPI 
geliwk', next to GDPI giwlic' (2.56: 186) and nom/loc. geo? = geawl (i gedin 
T'ordan “in the village of T‘ordan”, in 3.11: 269-5). IPI gel-i-w-k‘ is also attested in 
Eise (1989: 138). In the oldest manuscript (Nr 10151 of Matenadaran; 13" cent.) 
of the Alexander Romance, which is the initial edition, one finds NPI geawi-k‘ and 
IPI gef-iw-k in one and the same sentence (see H. Simonyan 1989: 384). For the 
description of this important, hitherto unpublished manuscript, see op. cit. 14-16, 
49-50. In the Alexander Romance, one also finds examples of the opposition 
between ge(a)wi and giwtic‘ (H. Simonyan 1989: 126, 128). GDPI get-i-c' is also 
attested in Book of Chries 8.6.2 (G. Muradyan 1993: 198'^). 

Note also some derivatives: 

gelak'alak' : kouónoAi (Mark 1.38); k 'alak'aget-j (GSg), composed of the same 
components as the previous compound, but with a reverse order: ew anun 
k'alak'ageljn koc'ec'aw T'amnis “and the name of the «wuönoAıg was called 
T‘amnis” (in “Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hrip‘simeanc‘”; see MovsXorenMaten 1843: 300); 
gelastaneayk‘ (Movsés Katankatuac‘i); gelörek‘ (Mxit‘ar Goš, Law Code, 12" cent.; 
cf. dial. (Goris) küt-ar-ank‘, etc.; see below). A number of derivatives with get- is 
found in MidArm.; see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 141-143; get-a-bnak ‘villager’, ht. 
*dwelling in a village’ (Paterica 19). 

I shall try to bring these data into a coherent set below. 
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eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. Remarkably, almost all the forms (including also, I 
think, Tp‘his gi? and Tigranakert k‘if) derive from get, showing no traces of the -w-. 
Svedia g ‘i? (or kif), too, represents gel, since giw? would not develop into Zeil cf. 
ciwt ‘branch’ > jeut, šiwł > Seat (note also ew! ‘oil’ > ił, q.v.) [Acaryan 2003: 399; 
Andreasyan 1967: 26, 32, 357a]. The form *güt is found only in some extreme 
Eastern dialects: Goris Hoi , k’iitarank’ (see Margaryan 1975: 320a), Are’ 
gyularank‘ [Lusenc‘ 1982: 202a], Samaxi Hoi [Balramyan 1964: 192]. According to 
S. A. Avagyan (1973: 201), ed is also present in Il jewan-Sam&adin, although for this 
subdialect, MeZunc* (1989: 186a) only has Hei. In Larabat, Hadrut‘, and Satax, giw/ 
has been replaced by sen, whereas C‘aylu, Marala and Mehti8en have Hei [Davt'yan 
1966: 335]. Goris k'ülarank‘ seems to be a collective form (cf. gelörek‘ above). 

The variant gel, attested in inscriptions since the late 10 century (also in the 
Classical literature; see above), is considered a secondary development from gew? 
due to simplification of the diphthong ew or the triphthong eaw [S. A. Avagyan 
1973: 203-204; H. Muradyan 1972: 106-107; 1982: 148-149, 193-196]. This is 
unsatisfactory since the complete loss of the labial element of the diphthong is 
irregular; cf. H. Muradyan 1982: 187f; Haneyan 1985; see also HAB s.vv. e/iwt 
(q.v.), čiwł, hiwt and xul. 

In Zeyt'un, the classical AblSg i gelje has been preserved as geifen [Aéaryan 
2003: 190]. 
eETYM Since Gosche (1847: 64g), Dervischjan (1877: 659), and others (see HAB 
1: 563), giwł has been repeatedly connected with the words going back to PIE 
*u(e/o)ik-: Skt. vis- f. ‘settlement, dwelling-place, community, tribe’, OCS voso f. 
‘village, terrain’, Lat. vicus ‘village; district of Rome; street’ (from *uoik-; see 
Schrijver 1991: 471), and, especially, vi//a ‘rural dwelling with associated farm 
buildings’. It is uncertain whether Lat. villa reflects *yeik-s-leh>- (cf. Goth. weihs, 
s-stem neuter ‘village’) or *ueik-sleh;- [Casaretto 2000: 222-223]. See also s.v. the 
place-name Gis. 

Acafyan (HAB 1: 563; cf. also Saradzeva 1986: 400,19) rejects the etymology 
without any comments and leaves the origin of the word open. Tumanjan (1978: 
295) states that the IE origin ofthe word is dubious. 

Jahukyan (1982: 22255; cf. also 1985: 158; 1987: 272, 413) considers the 
derivation of gew? from *uoik-s-Ià- doubtful because of the -w-, although the latter, 
he adds, might be epenthetic like in some other cases." However, the development 
*_k(s)l- > -wł is not irregular; see s.vv. mawruk' ‘beard’ and 2.1.22.7. In the case 
one accepts this etymology, Arm. giwi, in view of the i-stem, should be derived from 
fem. *ue/oik(s)-L-ih;-. 

Pedersen (1906: 456-458 — 1982: 234-236; cf. Peters 1980: 39, 41) suggests a 
connection with Gr. adAn f. ‘open court before the house, courtyard; steading for 
cattle; hall, court (also of a temple); any dwelling, abode, chamber’, addrc, -1óog f. 
‘tent or place for passing the night in’; see s.v. aganim; (q.v.). With respect to the 
connection with aġAıç, Schindler (p.c. apud Peters 1980: 39) prefers restoring PArm. 
*uesetlt, *ueset]ias. 


? In Jahukyan 1990: 72 (sem. field 19): of unknown origin. 
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Arm. gew? has also been treated as an East-Caucasian borrowing, cf. Tabasaran 
2/koyn ‘village’, Agul e5yz ‘id.’ [Šaumjan 1935: 423; Jahukyan 1987: 609, 609,3]. If 
gewt is of native origin, the direction of the borrowing might be reconsidered. The 
resemblance with Finn. kyla ‘village’ is probably accidental; cf. Jahukyan 1987: 
296. The connection with Oss. gew/gew ‘village, settlement’, Skt. ghösa- ‘village’, 
etc. (see Cheung 2002: 214) is uncertain. 

The problem with all these etymologies is that no satisfactory and economical 
explanation is offered for the isolated paradigm and for the phonological problems 
of gewl. 

Meillet (1894: 157-158) explains Arm. gel? from *gewlyos treating the i-stem as a 
relic of the old locative (see also Clackson 1994: 21337). He (1911: 210) considers 
the origin of the w to be obscure and points out: “on est tenté de l’attribuer a 
l'influence de F’, which, he admits, is obscure, too. This view had been developed by 
Pedersen (1906: 402-403 = 1982: 180-181). The etymology of the word is 
considered by Meillet (1936: 85) unknown. Godel (1975: 88) points out that the 
epenthetic -w- in gew? and some other words still awaits an explanation. Feydit 
(1979: 60) assumes gen. *gyet, with a hiatus, with a subsequent addition of j “for the 
sake of clearness”. Neither this analysis is convincing. 

The isolated paradigm ge(a)wi, gelt, giwlic' is ingeniously interpreted by 
Klingenshmitt (1982: 154) and, independently, by Rasmussen (1985 [1987]: 31-34 = 
1999: 105-109) as reflecting a PIE HD i-stem with an old NSg in *-di, gen. *-i-ós. 
Thus, Arm. gen. gelt easily derives directly from *gelyo-, rather than from *gewlyos, 
as Meillet had to assume. See also Clackson 1994: 64, 68, 127, 21337; Kortlandt 
1996a: 57 = 2003: 118; Olsen 1999: 172, 828 (see s.v. całr ‘laughter’). For other 
possible examples of the type, see 2.2.2.4 and s.v. tal. For a discussion of the 
epenthetic w and the morphology of the word, see also Olsen 1999: 799-800, 828. 

Rasmussen derives the word from IE Zuel “zusammendrängen’: Gr. eilew 
‘zusammendrangen, -drükken, -ziehen, einengen, einschließen’ (cf. s.v. gelum), 
GA, Dor. dii ‘assembly of people’, (p)óAig adv. ‘in crowds, in plenty’ (< *ul-i-s, 
vocalized according to Lindeman's Law, or, as Hamp assumed, due to a laryngeal), 
in, Dor. iAà ‘band, troop of men’, Russ. valom ‘in Menge’ (see Frisk 1, 1960: 
71-72, 74, 117, 456-457, 722). Thus: NSg *uel-oi > *gelu(i) > gewl, GDSg *uel-i-ös 
(with analogical full grade) > gelt Developing this etymology, Hamp (1994) 
reconstructs a *-Hei- suffix. 

The etymology is plausible, although, to my knowledge, the existence of the 
etymon is not well-established. The semantic shift ‘crowd’ > ‘village’ is possible, cf. 
Skt. grama- m. ‘procession, military host, village community, inhabited place’, Gr. 
ayeip@ ‘to gather’, Russ. gromdda ‘big heap’, Pol. gromada ‘multitude, heap, 
village community’, etc. [Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 507-508]; Kurd. gund 
‘village’ vs. Pers. gund ‘crowd, army’ (see Cabolov 1, 2001: 404) and Arm. gund 
‘id.’ [HAB 1: 594-595], etc. 

If the etymology is correct, one may perhaps revive the connection of gewi to 
Urartian ueli ‘crowd, detachment of an army’ (see Meščaninov 1978: 322 and N. 
Arutjunjan 2001: 470b for this word), proposed by Lap‘anc‘yan (1961: 139; cf. also 
A. Petrosyan 1987: 6660; Jahukyan 1987: 429; 1988: 143). In this case, the Urartian, 
which remarkably represents an intermediate stage in the semantic development of 


220 glux 


gewl coming from IE ‘assembly of people’, should be seen as borrowed from PArm. 
*wel-i- at a very early stage of the relationship between Armenians and Urartians 
before the sound change *u- > Arm. g- * (cf. Uelikuni : Gelak uni), that is, before 
the 8" century BC. 

Regardless of the ultimate origin of PArm. *wel-i-, the following original 
paradigm can be established: 

NSg *wel-öi > *gelu or *gef" > allophonic variants A. get and B. gewt 
(through anticipation) 

GSg *wel-i-oh > geit 

GDPI *wel-i-sko- > gelic ' 

IPI *wel-i-b"i- > getiwk‘. 

All the forms without asterisks are attested. At some point, the -w- of the 
nominative form was perhaps a facultative feature of the final A Later, it was 
phonologized and spread throughout the paradigm. One may assume that this 
process was mainly confined to the learned tradition. This scenario can account for 
the diversity of the forms, as well as for the remarkable fact that almost no trace of 
-w- is found in the dialects. If Rasmussen’s etymology is accepted, PArm. *wel-i- 
with the original meaning ‘crowd’ might have been borrowed into Urartian ueli 
*crowd, detachment of an army”. 


glux, o-stem: GDSg gix-o-y, ISg glx-o-v, GDPI gix-o-c' (rich evidence in the Bible, 
see Astuacaturean 1895: 344-347) ‘head; end, summit; chief’ (Bible+). 

For an extensive philological analysis, see Bolognesi 1986: 11-15. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 565-566]. 
eETYM Fick 1877: 173 derives glux from *galu-ka- linking it with the Balto-Slavic 
word for ‘head’: OCS glava ‘head, chapter’, Russ. golovd, Lith. galva, etc.; for other 
references, see HAB 1: 565b; Acatyan himself does not accept the comparison and 
leaves the origin of the word open. 

Pedersen 1924: 224b = 1982: 307b assumes a suffixal -x. Meillet (1935 = 1978: 
62; 1936: 36; 1936c; see also Pisani 1950: 188) posits *g"ölu-k'o- > *g(u)luxo- 
treating the -x- as a suffixal element found also in a/axin ‘female servant’ (see, 
however, s.v.). SaradZeva (1986: 124-125) posits *g"ölu-k”- for Armenian. Beekes 
2003: 202 considers the comparison as quite uncertain. For a further discussion, see 
Olsen 1999: 43-44. Even more uncertain is the appurtenance of Gr. yéAuc, -vog f. 
‘tortoise; lyre’. This word is considered of non-IE origin, see Furnée 1972: 247 
(“pontisch-balkanisches Sprachgut?"); Beekes 1977: 257, 260. 

To conclude: the connection of Arm. glux with BSlav. ‘head’ is possible, but 
details are uncertain. The underlying QIE form may be reconstructed as *g"olHu- 
(e)h;- and, for Armenian, something like *e'oIHu-k-h;-o- (with inclusion of a 
suffixal element *-k- and thematization) or simply *g"olHu- + substratum suffix 
*xo- (cf. e.g. the tree-names katamax, metex, tawsax) > *gouluxo- (with 
anticipation of the labial vowel, see s.vv. acu? ‘coal’, awr ‘day’, etc.) > *e(u)luxo- > 
glux, obl. g/x-o-. Perhaps a European substratum word. 


al *u(o)ik-s-l-i(hy)- > gi/ewt : oblique *gewet- > gel. remains, perhaps, an alternative. 


godi 221 


go- ‘to be, exist’ (defective; no aorist): 3sg.pres. goy (Bible+), Ipl.pres. gom-k* ‘John 
Chrysostom), etc.; 3sg.impf. goyr (Agat'angelos, Eznik Kolbac'i, Elise, Movses 
Xorenac‘i, etc.), gol infinitive ‘to be, exist’ (Philo, Cyril of Alexandria, etc.); goy, i- 
stem ‘essence; God; property’ (Bible+). 

For the paradigm, see Meillet 1913: 92-93; Laragyulyan 1961: 171; Godel 1975: 
41; A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 209; Schmitt 1981: 139-144, 153. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *h;ues-: Hitt. huiszi ‘to live’, Skt. vasati, avasat, vasant- 
‘to stay, dwell, spend the night’, Goth. wisan ‘to be’, etc.; the o-vocalism points to 
perfect *uose, cf. Goth. was ‘I was’; see Meillet 1894: 155; 1936: 112, 117, 132; 
Hübschmann 1897: 435-436; HAB 1: 576-577; Pokorny 1959: 1170; Atabekyan 
1979: 94; Godel 1975: 112; Polomé 1980: 28; Schmitt 1981: 134-135, 153; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 260-261; Jahukyan 1982: 169, 173; K. Schmidt 1985: 86; 
Clackson 1994: 22395; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 531-532; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
171b; Olsen 1999: 89. 

Kortlandt (1998a = 2003: 125; cf. also Beekes 2003: 187) argues against this 
etymology pointing out that “it remains unclear why the perfect should have 
replaced the original present tense in this verb” and derives Arm. go- from *up(o)-e- 
ose ‘suberat’. However, *upV- would have yielded *vV-, as we can see in ver from 
*uperi ‘above’ (q.v.). 


gog- (defective verb), imper. gog, gog-ek', gog-j-, subj. gog-c - (Bible+), instr. case of 
infinitive gogel-o-v (Cyril of Alexandria) ‘to say’ (Bible+). 
eETYM From PIE *h;uog""-eie- with Lat. voveö ‘to vow solemnly, pledge’, vötivus 
‘offered in fulfilment of a vow’, cf. Umbr. VUFRU ‘votivum’, Skt. vaghat- m. 
‘singer, priest’, óhate 3pl. ‘to praise, announce’, óhas- n. ‘praise’, Gr. eöyouaı ‘to 
proclaim, promise solemnly, pray’, etc.; the laryngeal depends on the connection 
with Gr. eöyouoı, which is disputed. For the etymology and a discussion of the 
laryngeal, see Meillet apud HAB 1: 570a; Pokorny 1959: 348; Kortlandt 1976: 965; 
1983: 13; 1987: 62 = 2003: 55, 43, 76; Jahukyan 1982: 48-49, 59; Schrijver 1991: 
76, 279, 450; Ravnes 1991: 69; Mallory/Adams 1997: 449b; Viredaz 2001-02a: 5-6; 
Beekes 2003: 187; Cheung 2007: 169-170; de Vaan 2008: 691. 

For a further discussion on this PIE etymon, see Schmitt 1967: 261-262; Euler 
1979: 215-216; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 803 = 1995, 1: 704; Mayrhofer EWAia 
1, 1992: 283; 2, 1996: 539. For the paradigm and a morphological discussion of the 
Armenian verb, see Meillet 1936: 135; Laragyulyan 1961: 171-172; Klingenschmitt 
1982: 275. 


godi, ea-stem: GDSg god(w)oy in Paterica, GDPI gode-a-c‘ in Canon Law, Kirakos 
Ganjakec‘i (Melik‘-Öhanjanyan 1961: 324") ‘leprous person’ (attested also in 
Athanasius, Vardan Arewelc‘i, Yaysmawurk‘). 
eDIAL Mus g‘od ‘ii ‘leprous; bedridden, weak, flaccid; ugly’, Ararat g‘ot‘i ‘lazy’, Van 
ky(e)oti, kəti ‘disabled, invalid; useless, good-for-nothing [HAB 1: 570-571; 
Aéatyan 1952: 55, 254], Satax gyot ‘paralytic’ (with no consonant shift, Muradyan 
1962: 45, 209b), Xotorjur godi ‘illy; stupid’ [YusamXotorj 1964: 438b], Akn *godi 
‘lazy’ [Gabrielean 1912: 252], Arabkir id. (Aéarean 1913: 247a), Atap‘azar 
*eot 'enal ‘to boast’ [Acarean 1913: 247a], etc. [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 275-276]. 
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Sometimes used pejoratively, with an expressive geminate, e.g. Sebastia goddi 
[Gabikean 1952: 148] 

In a folk-tale from Mus-Bulanox (HZHek‘ 10, 1967: 136-143), got'i is used 
several times in the meaning ‘lazy, idle’ (see also the glossary, op. cit. 605a). The 
word may also be associated with the meaning ‘light-minded, crazy’, cf. very clear 
attestations of xelar-got'i (op. cit. 141, lines -6 and -15) and xrpuk-got ‘ec ‘uk (34), 
which contain xelar "mad, crazy’ and xrpuk ‘mad, senile’ respectively. 

In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (ca. 1720 AD) by Eha Muselyan Karnec‘i 
(Karin/Xotorjur), Turk. jutam is glossed by got ‘i, Cutam, etc. [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 76]. 
C‘ugaszyan (op. cit. 134) identifies jutam with Arab., Pers., Turk. djudham ‘leprosy, 
leprous’. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 1: 570b. 

If this word is not a borrowing (cf. Arab., Pers., Turk. judam ‘leprosy, leprous’, 
cf. NHB 1: 566b; see also above), one may assume a connection with *godi ‘the 
female personage of the rain-invoking ritual and the doll personifying her’, 
*Regenmádchen', and *got/di in  car-a-got'i ‘tree-worshipping’ (Movsés 
Kalankatuac‘i 2.40, see V. Arak‘elyan 1983: 2407: transl. Dowsett 1961: 155, 
155;). See s.vv. for a tentative etymology. 


*godi ‘the female personage of the rain-invoking ritual and the doll personifying her’, 
*Regenmádchen'. 
eDIAL Present in rain-invoking songs from Larabat (godi, Laziyan 1983: 156a"; 
see also T*. Hayrapetyan 2004: 220-221) and Kapan (gödi, K'ajberuni 1902: 116). 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 
For a suggestion, see s.vv. godi ‘leprous person’ and *got /di ‘worship, sorcery’. 


*got‘i, *godi, only in a compound car-a-got‘i (vars. caraygot ‘i, caroy got ‘i, caragodi, 
carakodi, etc.) *tree-worshipping', attested twice in Movses Katankatuac‘i 2.40 and 
2.41: K'anzi satanayakur caragot'i molorut 'eambn atcateal azgn ayn, <...> : “For 
that tribe, demented in their satanically deluded tree-worshipping errors <...>“ (V. 
Arak“elyan 1983: 2401; transl. Dowsett 1961: 155, 1555); Ew barnam zkarcis 
srtic ' jeroc ' ew zcaragot ‘i molorut 'iwnd, or oč‘ inč“ isk en "I shall dispel the doubts 
of your hearts and your tree-worshipping error concerning things which are nothing 
in themselves" (V. Arak‘elyan 1983: 254-75 transl. Dowsett 1961: 163, 163,). NHB 
vacat; found by Acaryan [HAB 1: 571b]. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 1: 571b. 

I tentatively assume a connection with godi ‘leprous’, which displays a range of 
meanings in the dialects: ‘bedridden, weak, flaccid’, ‘lazy, idle’, ‘light-minded, 
crazy’, ‘ugly’, ‘boasting’ (unless this is a loan, see s.v.); and dial. *godi ‘the female 
personage of the rain-invoking ritual and the doll personifying her’, 
‘Regenmädchen’ (q.v.)". Bearing in mind the semantic field ‘witch, sorceress, 
demon, fairy’, ‘hyena’,‘leprous’, ‘heretic’, ‘bad, useless’, etc. (see 3.5.2.2), one may 
posit a hypothetical PArm. *god-i- ‘worship, pagan cult’ (cf. the attestation in 
Movsés Katankatuac‘i) > ‘pagan goddesss, witch, sorceress, mythical being, fairy’ 


? A problem is that Larabal, etc. godi ‘rain-bride’ shows no consonant shift. A recent loan? 
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(hence ‘rain-bride, female demon’), which might develop into ‘leprous’, ‘lazy, idle’, 
‘light-minded, crazy’, etc. 

PArm. *god-i- ‘worship, pagan cult’ may be derived from PIE *g""e/od"-: Gr. 
Veooaodaı ‘to ask, pray’, denominative zovéw ‘to desire, long for, miss’, Olr. guidid 
‘to ask, pray’, OCS zedati ‘to wish, long for, desire’, 1sg. Zezdo, YAv. jaó- ‘to ask, 
demand’, OPers. jad- ‘to pray, ask’, etc. (see Kent 1953: 184b; Pokorny 1959: 488; 
Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 127; Chantraine 1968-80: 432-433; Rix 1992: 97; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 449-450; Cheung 2007: 220-221). For the Armenian form one 
may posit a QIE nominal *g""od"-ieh>-, cf. Gr. &mı-noV-ia ‘longing’ and Olr. guide f. 
‘prayer’, as well as Gr. nodosg m. ‘desire, longing, love’, zovy f. ‘id.’, etc. 

On the other hand, compare OHG guot ‘good’, OCS god» ‘time, suitable time, 
holiday, year’, Czech hod ‘religious holiday’, hody ‘feast’, Pol. gody ‘feast’, Lith. 
guödas ‘honour, worship, hospitality’, etc. (see Derksen 1996: 67). 

Uncertain. 


gol, prob. i-stem or a-stem (GDSg gol-i in NHB 1: 566b, but without references) 
‘warmth, lukewarmness’ (John Chrysostom), jerm-a-gol ‘warmth, heat’ 
(Agat‘angetos, 5" cent.); *gol ‘lukewarm; steam’ (see dial.), gol-a-xarn ‘warmish’ 
(Ephrem, etc.), golanam ‘to grow warm’ (John Chrysostom); golo(r)Si, ea-stem: 
GDSg golo(r)s-o-y (from the expected *golo(r)swoy, unless one posits *golors, o- 
stem) in Gregory of Nyssa, AblSg i golorsoy in Eznik Kotbac‘i /5" cent./, GDPI 
golo(r)se-a-c‘ in Philo, AbIPI i goloseac ‘ in Paterica; (w)o-stem: GDSg golo(r)s-o-y 
(see above), IPI golos-o-v-k' in Gregory of Nyssa ‘vapour, steam’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The form gol is widespread in the dialects, in the meanings 'steam on 
windows and glasses’ (Su¢‘ava, Axalc'xa, Ararat, MuS, Xarberd, etc.), ‘lukewarm’ 
(T‘iflis, Ararat), ‘vernal equinox’ (Mus), ‘burning, flaming’ (Hamsen [köl, Acatyan 
1947: 225], Rodost‘o, Tigranakert, Sebastia), etc. (see Acarean 1913: 247; HAB 1: 
572a; for some illustrations, see Amatuni 1912: 147a); 

*gol-k*: Aslanbek ‘warmth (of sun or fire)’ [Acarean 1913: 247b], HamSen kölk‘, 
kölk ‘heat of flame’ (Aéatyan 1947: 225; JaynHams 2, 1979: 220a). 

Trapizon and Hamsen *gol(a)nal ‘to grow warm’ vs. *golel ‘to burn’, *golil ‘to 
be burnt, kindle’ [Acarean 1913: 247a]. A textual illustration from Hamsen folklore 
(JaynHams 2, 1979: 11-?): Areva t‘öx zis kolä “May the sun burn me down". 
Further illustrations: op. cit. 14-?, 16'*, 30°” (infinitive kolus), 49°” (kol-ot 
‘burning’); T‘orlak‘yan 1986: 31" (siyt kolot krak “heart-burning fire”, glossed in 
228b, inf. kolus); JaynHams$ 3, 1989: 218'*. 

Compounds with amp ‘cloud’ and arew ‘sun’: Polis, C‘arsanéag, Arabkir *amp- 
gol ‘cloudy and warm summer day’ (= Van *amp-sol, with so? ‘ray, shine; 
warm(th)’); Nor Naxijewan *arew-gol ‘lukewarm (said of e.g. water)’; C‘enkiler 
(Nikomidia) *arew-efk-ik ‘lukewarm (said of e.g. water)’ [Acarean 1913: 88a, 147- 
148]. Reduplication: Muš *gol-gl-uk ‘warmish (e.g., rays)’ [Acarean 1913: 247a]. 
eETYM Since Bugge and Scheftelowitz (see HAB 1: 571-572), connected with Olc. 
vella ‘to bubble, boil’, y/r ‘warmth’, OHG walm ‘zeal, heat’, walr ‘lukewarmness’, 
Goth. wulan ‘to be aglow with, seethe’, Lith. vildeti ‘to make lukewarm’, etc. 
(Pokorny 1959: 1140, cf. 1142; Lehmann 1986: 411b; Joe Salmons apud Mallory / 
Adams 1997: 264a). The Lithuanian form is not found in Fraenkel or elsewhere. 
Pokorny probably meant vildyti (also vildyti, vildo, vilde) ‘to chill, let something 
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cool’ (Rick Derksen, p.c.). There is no agreement on the appurtenance of some 
cognate forms. 

Acaryan (HAB 1: 506a, 571-572) also adds Arm. gaij ‘warmish, lukewarm’ 
(q.v.), not specifying “the determinative (acakan)" -j. According to Jahukyan (1987: 
199), the latter comes from *-k- (cf. *uelk/g- “wet, damp', Pokorny 1959: 1145- 
1146) or *-t-. However, none of these determinatives would yield Arm. -7, and the 
semantic relation is not evident. 

If Arm. gol was indeed an i-stem (or an a-stem, see above), one may posit a 
collective/feminine *uol-ih; (or *uol-eh;-, or *uol-i-), compare OHG wali ‘luke- 
warmness' (cf. Alabekyan 1998: 73; Olsen 1999: 642; Viredaz 2001-02: 30). This is 
attractive since it may explain gol and ga/j within a single paradigm, treating galj as 
a frozen genitive. If we posit a PIE PD ;/;-stem (cf. Beekes 1995: 185), nom. *vol- 
ih», gen. *ul-ieh>-s (alternatively, HD i-stem, cf. Beekes 1995: 180-181: *uól-(o)i : 
*ul-iós), the paradigm would yield PArm. *göl-(u)i, gen. *galyV- > gol : *ealj-. For 
this kind of paradigmatic solution, see 2.2.2.4. As to the o-grade, note three other 
Armenian words that refer to the ideas of *warmth' and ‘shine’, but have no reliable 
etymology: Sog, Sol, c ‘ol. 

NHB (1: 566b, 2: 487c) identifies golo(r)si with sogoli ‘steam’ (Philo, etc.). In 
fact, the latter is a derivative of Sog, o-stem ‘heat; steam’, cf. also Mus dial. sog -il- 
k‘ ‘steam’ [HAB 3: 528b]. As to -orsi, Ataryan (HAB 1: 571b) compares it with 
bolor-si ‘round’ from bolor ‘whole, entire; circle’, Jayn-si from layn ‘broad’. The 
evidence for this ‘suffix’ is meagre, however, and it points to -si rather than -orsi 
(see also Olsen 1999: 509-510). I tentatively suggest to treat golorsi as a compound 
with *Hue/ors-: Hitt. uarsa- ‘fog, mist’, Gr. &&pon, d&pon, épor f. ‘dew’, etc. (for the 
root, see s.v. yurt ‘i ‘watered, irrigated, fertile’). Thus: QIE *uol-HuVrs-ieh;- ‘warm 
vapour’ > PArm. *wol-a(w)orsiya- > golorsi, -ea-c' ‘vapour, steam’, with the ruki- 
tule (see 2.1.12). 


gom, a-stem: AbIPI i gom-a-c‘ in 1 Paralipomenon 17.7; o-stem: AbIPI i gom-o-c‘ in 
John Chrysostom’? ‘fold/stall for sheep or cattle’ (Bible+; dialect of Ham$en); later 
restricted to ‘stall for cattle’. 

Astuacaturean (1895: 354c) cites five attestations, of which once NPI gom-k' and 
four times API gom-s. The only Biblical evidence for the declension class 
(mentioned in HAB; unknown to NHB and Astuacaturean) is found in 1 
Paralipomenon 17.7 (Xalat‘eanc‘ 1899: 33a): i gomac' i makalatele xasanc ' : ék ing 
Lavopac éGomiovev TOV MOYLVIOV. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.6 (1913=1991: 108°; transl. Thomson 1978: 135), gom 
seems to refer to some flat and wooded areas with mountains, which the king 
Valarsak arranges as hunting places. I therefore wonder whether the semantics of the 
word was confined to the human activities. "^ 


? Note also Gomoc ' vank‘ (Petoyan 1965: 33-34). 

^ Note also, perhaps, goms i lerins : udvöpag £v toic Ópzotv, in a passage from Judges 6.2 
which is translated in RevStBible as follows: *And the hand of Midian prevailed over Israel; 
and because of Midian the people of Israel made for themselves dens which are in the 
mountains, and the caves and the strongholds". However, this is ambiguous since the people 
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As a component in place-names, see Hübschmann 1904: 382 (also s.vv.); 
Jahukyan 1987: 414-417. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. HamSen kum is a generic term for all kinds of 
stall/fold [HAB 1: 574-575]. 
eETYM Usually derived from IE *g'om-, only found in Germanic (gemination 
presumably from *-mn-) Dan. gamme ‘sheepfold’, Swed. dial. gamme ‘crib, 
manger’, Olc. gammi m. ‘Lappenhiitte, Erdhütte', Swiss gämmeli “Viehhütte’, etc. 
[Lidén 1906: 14-16; HAB 1: 574-575; Pokorny 1959: 452; Jahukyan 1987: 128]. 

The etymology has been doubted, since the expected reflex is *gun (Jahukyan 
1987: 171, cf. 254) or *gum (Olsen 1999: 198). Olsen (ibid.) reconstructs 
*e^os-mo-/-eh;, connecting Skt. ghas- ‘to eat’, etc., and assuming an original 
meaning ‘eating place’. For the phonetic development, see s.v. hoyn/hon 
‘cornel-tree’. 

One may assume that the vocalic development has been blocked by gemination 
(*-mn- > *-mm-?), or by the lowering influence of the a in the following syllable: 
*e^om-eh;- > PArm. *goma-, cf. don ‘a kind of bread’, if from PArm. *dona- < PIE 
*d'oH-neh;- ‘grain; bread’ (see s.v.). Of borrowings, note com ‘fasting, abstinence 
from food’ < Syriac s6m or soma. We may assume a European substratum word 
*o"om(m)-. 

On possible Armenisms in Caucasian and other languages, see HAB 1: 575a; 
Jahukyan 1987: 602, 602,0.” 


goc*em, 3sg.aor. goc ‘eac ', imper. goc eg ‘to shout, cry out, call out; to bellow, roar; to 
murmur, purl’ (Bible+), goc*iwn, GDSg goc'man, ISg goc'mam-b ‘cry, sound, 
roaring’ (Bible+), goc* ‘shout’ (Siméon Aparanc‘i, 18" cent.). 
eDIAL Axalc‘xa, Xarberd g‘oc‘al ‘to murmur, purl’. In other dialects: compound 
gorum-goc ‘um ‘shouting’ [HAB 1: 580b]. 
eETYM From QIE *uok"-ie-: Lat. voco, äre ‘to call, call upon, summon’, vox, vocis 
f. ‘voice, sound, word, speech’, Skt. vivakti, aor. dvocat ‘to speak, say, call’, vac- f. 
‘voice, sound, word, speech’, Gr. óz- f. ‘voice, sound, word’, dooa f. ‘(prognostic) 
voice, rumour’, etc., see Meillet 1911-12c: 285; 1950: 110; HAB 1: 580a with more 
references to Meillet and others; Pokorny 1959: 1135-1136; Godel 1965: 24; 1975: 
82; Schmitt 1981: 64, 172; Jahukyan 1982: 59, 171; Kortlandt 1987a: 51 = 2003: 81; 
Clackson 1994: 2119, Mallory/Adams 1997: 535a; Olsen 1999: 488, 811; Beekes 
2003: 201; for the etymon, see also Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 489-491, 539-540. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 580a) does not accept the etymology and treats the Armenian 

word as an onomatopoeia. The derivation of goc‘em from *uok"-ie- is impeccable, 
however. For the o-grade and *ie-present compare the synonymous verbs koc em ‘to 
call, invoke’ < *e"ot-ie-, yorjorjem ‘to call’, see s.vv. and 2.2.6.1. On goc -iwn < 
*-imn vs. gen. goc man, see Meillet 1936: 48; Olsen 1999: 485-488. 


may have simply used mountainous sheep-folds for their dwelling. According to Hübschmann 
(1904: 382), in Movses Xorenac‘i gom refers to ‘Gehege’. 

5 Lap'anc'yan (1961: 155) connects Arm. gom and, with reservation, also the Germanic 
forms with Hitt. humma- (loan-gloss) ‘pigsty’; on the latter, see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
594-595. 
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govem ‘to praise’, govim ‘to boast’ (Bible+); gov, i-stem: GDPI gov-i-c' in Paterica 
and Gregory of Nyssa ‘praise’ (Philo, Plato, etc.). 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects. The noun: Adana (Turkish-speaking 
Arm.) jov ‘praise’ [HAB 1: 583a]. 
eETYM Meillet (1894b: 280) connected Lat. faved, favere ‘to favour, befriend’ and 
OCS goveti ‘to revere, live a god-fearing life’; cf. also Russ. govét' ‘to fast’, Czech 
hoveti ‘to satisfy, show indulgence’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 7, 1980: 72-73). 
Latin favere probably reflects *g""ou-eie- [Schrijver 1991: 441-442]. 

Pedersen (1905: 199 — 1982: 61) is sceptical about the appurtenance of the 
Armenian verb. Then he notes that one can, “wenn die Gleichung überhaupt richtig 
sein sollte, von dem Subst. gov 'lob' ausgehen". The reason for this is that, 
according to his rule (op. cit. 196 = 1982: 58), the intervocalic *-w- “erscheint als 
arm. v wo es auslautend geworden ist, sonst aber als g" (see also 2.1.8). Following 
Pedersen, Kortlandt (1993: 10 — 2003: 102) treats the verb govem as a derivative of 
gov. Pedersen (ibid.) adds that the Slavic perhaps belongs to Lat. gaudeo and Gr. 
yalov. Elsewhere (1906: 389 = 1982: 167), he suggests a connection with goh 
‘satisfied’, comparing with the case of aruest vs. arhest ‘art’. 

All these suggestions must be abandoned since, as is convincingly shown by 
Aéaryan (HAB 1: 582b), Arm. govem is an Iranian loan; cf. Pahl. guftan, gob- ‘to 
say, tell, utter, pronounce, recite’, OPers. gaub- ‘sich nennen, sich feierlich 
bekennen’, Sogd. ywf ‘rihmen, preisen’, etc. On the Iranian forms, see 
Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 121; MacKenzie 1971: 38; Nyberg 1974: 85; Cheung 
2007: 113-114. For the semantics of the Armenian word, cf. Sogd. ywf ‘to praise’, 
Khwar. ywf(y)- ‘to boast’, yw(y) ‘to praise’ (on which see MacKenzie 1970: 56). 
Accepted by Jahukyan (1987: 521). 

Unfortunately, Acaryan's etymology has remained outside the scholarly attention, 
and Arm. govem is still frequently linked with Lat. faveo, favere ‘to favour, 
befriend’ and OCS govéti, see Schrijver 1991: 442; Mallory/Adams 1997: 418a; 
Olsen 1999: 789 (although in 416-417 and 873 govest ‘praise’ is treated as an 
Iranian loan), etc. The Armenian is rightly excluded in Pokorny 1959: 453; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 803-804;. For a discussion of Arm. gusan and Parth. 
gosan ‘minstrel’, see HAB 1: 597-598; 4: 629-630; Boyce 1957. 


gorc, o-stem ‘work, labour’ (Bible+), gorcem ‘to work, labour; to make; to produce; 
to influence; to cultivate; to weave’ (Bible*); gorci, ea-stem: ISg gorce-a-w, IPl 
gorce-a-w-k' (Bible+); wo-stem: IP] gorcw-o-v-k' (Philo, Carontir) ‘tool, instrument; 
means’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The noun is widespread in the dialects, mainly in the meaning ‘work, labour’ 
[HAB 1: 584a]. The verb is seen in Hamsen koyjus, caus. koyjec ‘anus ‘to weave’, 
Agulis g'árcil ‘to weave’ [Acarean 1935: 66, 345; 1947: 225; HAB 1: 584a]. Agulis 
has g'urc ‘weaving, embroidery’ vs. gorc ‘work, opus, composition’, the latter being 
a literary loan (see Acarean 1935: 64-65, 345), cf. 2.1.38. 
eETYM From PIE *ue/orgom, cf. Gr. répyov n. ‘work, labour, work of art’, OHG 
werc ‘work’, Av. varaz- ‘to do, work’, etc. (perhaps also Lith. vargas ‘hardship, 
misery’, etc.; see Derksen 1996: 73-74); see de Lagarde 1854: 16'°”°; Hübschmann 
1897: 436; HAB 1: 584a; Pokorny 1959: 1168; Mallory/Adams 1997: 649a. 
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Meillet (19221; cf. 1936: 105) treats the vocalism of gorc as taken from the verb 
gorcem, which "apparait ainsi comme un ancien itératif, non comme un 
denominatif"; cf. Goth. waurk and waurkjan vs. OEngl. werk, OHG werc, Gr. 
Fépyov, etc.; further, cf. Schmitt 1981: 135; Klingenschmitt 1982: 142; Olsen 1999: 
440; Viereck/Goldammer 2003: 405-406. See also 2.2.6.4. 

On gorci, ea-stem ‘tool, instrument’, see Olsen 1999: 440. 

Arm. vard-, varž ‘tuition, instruction’ and varj ‘reward, wages, hire’ are Iranian 
loans; see Hübschmann 1897: 245; HAB 4: 318-321, 322; Jahukyan 1987: 545- 
546; Olsen 1999: 909. For the Iranian etymon, *uarz- ‘to do, work, till the land’, see 
Cheung 2007: 425-427. 


gort, i-stem, o-stem (both Bible+); later also u-stem, e.g. GDSg gort-u in Step'annos 
Siwnec'i /8" cent./ (see Adonc 1915: 1865; MidArm. gortn, GSg gortan, NPI 
gortun-k' (Mxit‘ar Goš, etc.) ‘frog’; in MidArm.: gort (in a compound: gortn-) ‘the 
roundish part of the hoof’, gortn ‘a swelling or fold under the tongue’ [C‘ugaszyan 
1980: 187], gortan-burd/‘ ‘a plant’ (lit. ‘frog’s wool’), gortan mamut ‘green moss 
on the surface of morass’ (lit. *frog's moss’), gortn-uk ‘wart’ [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 
154-155]. 

Frequent in the Bible [Astuacaturean 1895: 363b], rendering Gr. Batpayoc. In 
Exodus 8, one finds both an i-stem (ISg gort-i-w : 8.2) and an o-stem (GDSg 
gort-o-y : 8.12). GDPI gort-o-c‘ is found in Wisdom 19.10, as well as in the later 
literature: Yovhannés Ojnec‘i (8" cent.) and Nersés Lambronac'i (12" cent.). ISg 
gort-i-w : also in Psalms 77.45. Note also GDSg gort-i in a homily ascribed to Ehse. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects; in the Eastern dialects (Larabal, Goris, A gulis, 
etc.), as well as in the extreme SW (Zeyt'un) ` *gortn-uk [HAB 1: 585b]. For this 
*eortn-, cf. the MidArm. evidence above, as well as several compounds in various 
dialects [Acarean 1913: 252-253; HAB 3: 244b] and the genitive of dialectal forms 
in the Van-group: Van kyört, gen. kyört-an [Aéatyan 1952: 125], Moks K'ürt/k' ort, 
gen. K'ürtan or k’örto” [Orbeli 2002: 272]. 

Note the formal identity between MidArm. gortn-uk ‘wart’ and dial. *eortn-uk 
‘frog’. This can be observed even synchronically: Larabal kert‘nuk means both 
‘frog’ and ‘wart’? (see Acafean 1913: 252b). Compare especially the 
folk-belief/saying, recorded by L. Harut'yunyan (1991: 161%"): kyert ‘nuk spanoten 
cerk'en kyert'nuk ver kkya : *a wart will appear on the hand of the one who kills a 
frog". 

Acafyan (1913: 252b) records Manisa (close to Zmürnia/Izmir) korcnc "uc" ‘a 
wart on the hand’, which he derives from *gortn-c 'oyc `, apparently assuming c ‘oyc ‘ 
‘show’ as the second member (assimilation ¢ > c or influence of kocic?). If this is the 
case, one can compare the folk-practice of curing the warts by spells and “showing” 
the moon to the person (see S. Movsisyan 1972: 55b). If the underlying form is 
rather *gortn-cuc, then it can be compared with Dersim (K‘h) kortanjij ‘wart’ 
[Batramyan 1960: 146a], which seems to derive from *gortn-cic ‘frog-nipple’. For 
the semantics, cf. Germ. Warze ‘wart’ : ‘nipple’. 

Dersim (K‘hi) kordanpurt' and kardanp ‘arp‘ur ‘water-plant’ [Batramyan 1960: 
145b] are from gortn-burd, lit. ‘frog’s wool’ and *gortn-p 'rp ‘ur, ht. *frog's foam’. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1854: 297) connected with Lith. varle, varle ‘frog’, 
Latv. varde ‘id.’ and Gr. Barpayxos m. ‘frog’. The appurtenance of the Greek word is 
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rightly rejected in Hübschmann 1897: 437 (earlier, in 1883: 25, with a question 
mark); see also HAB 1: 585; Fraenkel 2, 1965: 1200-1201; Jahukyan 1987: 157; 
Saradzeva 1991: 173; Olsen 1999: 182. The acute tone in Latvian is probably 
original because of Winter’s Law and points to IE *uord-, and the Lithuanian 
circumflex can be explained by positing a formation *vard-liaH [Derksen 1996: 58]. 

The derivation of Arm. gort from the PIE word for ‘water’ (cf. Skt. udrá- m. 
*fish-otter', YAv. udra- m. ‘otter’, Gr. ööpog m. *watersnake', ddpa f. *watersnake', 
OHG ottar ‘otter’, etc.) suggested by Dervischjan (1877: 89) would be possible if 
one posits *uod-rV-. However, the other etymology seems preferable. 

It has been assumed that Arm. gort, i-stem ‘frog’ (note ISg gort-i-w) and ayc 
‘goat’ (q.v.) derive from the IE feminine in *-ie or *-id-, and that Arm. *gort-i- 
corresponds to Latv. varde even with respect to the stem [Meillet 1896: 150; 1936: 
76; Jahukyan 1982: 125; Clackson 1994: 48, 88-90]. Thus: *vord-iH > gort, i-stem. 
For the feminine connotation of gort ‘frog’ within the cultural framework, see 
35.2.1; 

Adams (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 214b, 523a) connects these words with the 
word for ‘wart’ or ‘abscess’: OEngl. wearte, etc. ‘wart’, Latv. ap-virde ‘abscess’, 
Russ. véred ‘abscess, ulcer’, Pers. bali ‘wart’, reconstructing *uorHd- and referring 
to the popular association of warts and frogs. However, at least some of these forms 
may rather belong with Skt. vardh- ‘to grow, increase, become big’, etc. (see 
Vasmer s.v.). Note especially Pers. bali ‘wart’ vs. Pers. balidan, MPers. walidan ‘to 
grow, to prosper'. 

For the association ‘frog’ : ‘wart’, note, for instance, the well-known passage 
from *Tom Sawyer' by Mark Twain (1993: 53): I play with frogs so much that I've 
always got considerable many warts. On this association in the Armenian tradition, 
see Abeghian 1899: 31; see also above, on Larabal. 

Olsen (1999: 182) notes: “The original derivational type underlying gort is 
obscure (root noun?)". Jahukyan (1987: 157) mentions only the o-stem and 
reconstructs *uordo-. 

According to KipSidze, Megrel. gordi ‘frog’, TuS. *y/q’wart’i ‘frog’ and Georg. 
my/q 'ari ‘toad’ are borrowed from Arm. gort (see HAB 1: 585b). 

In view of the absence of cognates outside Armenaian and Baltic, Lap'anc'yan 
(1975: 354; 1961: 80, 320) considers the IE etymology of gort unconvincing, argues 
against Aéaryan’s (in fact, Acaryan refers to KipSidze) view, according to which the 
Kartvelian forms are borrowed from Armenian, and treats all these words as of 
Caucasian origin and of onomatopoeic character. 


gré or greay ‘crane’, only attested in Grigor Magistros (11" cent.), GDPI gré-i-c* 
[NHB 1: 587a; HAB 1: 605b; Greppin 1978: 103]. 
eETYM Since NHB 1: 587a, linked with Gr. yépavoc, Lat. grüs, and Arm. krunk 
‘crane’ (q.v.). In view of the absence of the consonant shift in Arm. *gre(a)y, 
Greppin (1978: 103; Greppin apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 140b) assumes an 
intermediation of MPers. unattested *gri or another neighbouring language. 
Uncertain. 


gun ‘effort’, in the idioms gun gorcem, gun dnem ‘to make an effort’ (Bible, 
Agat'angelos, etc.). 
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eETYM Derived from IE *uen- ‘to win, usurp’: Skt. vanóti ‘to win, usurp’ (RV+), 
MPers. wanidan ‘to conquer, usurp, destroy’ (> Arm. vanem ‘to drive away’), etc., 
see Petersson 1916: 255; HAB 1: 592-593, 4: 302; Jahukyan 1987: 156; Olsen 1999: 
211. 

Though sometimes unified, the etymons for ‘to strive’ (cf. Skt. vanate ‘to love, 
desire’, etc.) and ‘to win, usurp’ should be kept apart (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 499 and 501). A derivation QIE *uon(H)os ‘striving’ (see Olsen ibid.) > Arm. 
gun ‘effort’ is quite possible. 

The connection with vandem ‘to drive away, destroy’ (q.v.) is uncertain. 


D 


*d(a/o)-, etc. 
See s.v. *s(a/o)- ‘this’. 


dada, dado (dial.) ‘sister, elder sister; uncle’s wife; nurse, midwife, tutor; 
grandmother’, ‘father’. 
eDIAL Nor Naxijewan, T‘iflis, Karin, Tigranakert, Van, etc. *dada, Van, Mus, etc. 
voc. dad-e, Moks, Salmast, etc. *dado ‘sister’, espec. ‘elder sister’; MuS, Van, Sasun 
‘grandmother’, Van-Papen, etc. ‘father’, *uncle's wife’, ‘nurse, female tutor’, Mus 
‘midwife’, T‘iflis ‘wise’; Xizan voc. dado ‘father’ [Aéafean 1913: 262a; 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 297a]; Sasun dade ‘mother; grandmother’ [Petoyan 1954: 
114; 1965: 459]; Xoy-Urmia dádeo ‘sister, elder sister’ [M. Asatryan 1962: 214a]. 
eETYM Nursery word probably of IE origin (see Jahukyan 1972: 300); for IE and 
non-IE comparable forms and a discussion, see s.v. *fat(a) ‘grandmother; midwife; 
father, etc.’. 


dal (no evidence for the declension class) ‘colostrum, beestings' in Ephrem, Vardan 
Arewelc‘i [NHB 1: 590c], Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (see S. Vardanjan 1990, p. 46 8 
90, p. 98 8 426, p. 163 § 799); spelled also as dayl (NHB and HAB, without 
specified references). 
eDIAL Present in a considerable number of (mostly of ka-class, but also Ararat and 
Juta) dialects [Amatuni 1912: 158a; HAB 1: 612a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 298], 
among others: Nor Naxijewan, T‘iflis dal, Ararat, Mu&, Sebastia, etc. d‘al [HAB 1: 
612a], Ozim däl, Van tal [Aéatyan 1952: 255], Moks täl, gen. a, pl. -ir [Orbeli 
2002: 330], Satax tà! [M. Muradyan 1962: 194b], Hamsen tal [Aéatean 1947: 225; 
Bläsing 1992: 73], Juta dal (with an initial d-, not d‘-, Ačařean 1940: 95, 358b), etc. 
Moks dahl (!) is recorded in HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 298a. 

Aéatyan (HAB 1: 611b; cf. Jahukyan 1987, etc. below) points out that day! is the 
original form, and that the by-form dal originated from dayl. However, the evidence 
for dayl is uncertain (see above). Furthermore, the by-form *day/ is not specifically 
supported by dialectal material. Although the change ay > a is regular for Middle 
Armenian (Karst 1901: 23-24) and many dialects, a considerable number of dialects 
display another development, viz. ay > e (see H. Muradyan 1972: 90-94; 1982: 155- 
162). Note that Van, Moks, etc. täl regularly reflects dal through Aéatyan’s Law and 
the subsequent consonant shift. Bearing in mind that there 1s no dialectal *del, we 
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arrive at the following conclusion: both literary and dialectal attestations point to a 
basic dal. The existence of a by-form dayl 1s uncertain. 

In Hamsen, the yellowish milk produced by a cow for the first two or three days 
after a calf is born is called ta/nkat', a compound with kat‘ ‘milk’, whereas tal refers 
to a a hard product made of cooked talnkat‘ (see T‘orlak‘yan 1981: 145b with a 
thorough description of preparing this food; for the compound, see also 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 299b). In a number of dialects one finds a semantic 
contrast: xiz ‘colostrum’ vs. dal ‘a food made of cooked colostrum’ (Amatuni 1912: 
158a, 278b; Acarean 1913: 469a; Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan 2003 FW passim; see 
also Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 25; HAB 1: 612a; Gabikean 1952: 159; HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 298; 2, 2002: 325a). 

Derivatives: Moks, etc. *dal-eni ‘ferment for cheese’ (Amatuni 1912: 158a; see 
also Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 482c); Karin, Javaxk‘ dal-ot ‘thick and fat (milk) 
[Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 483a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 299b]; Ararat, Karin, etc. 
di/alama, Polis, Partizak deleme ‘ferment for cheese’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
299a], Moks däläma ‘mMonoxo, 3arBep;teBarontee B riporrecce BapKH ChIpa, TIEPEN TeM 
Kak OH cBapntca’ [Orbeli 2002: 217], probably a back loan from Turkish dialects (cf. 
Blàsing 1992: 73 on Sivas tel-me). 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde 1850: 352-353; 1854: 14°, Hübschmann 1883: 
26; 1897: 437; HAB 1: 611-612, 668), connected with Skt. dhayati (RV+) ‘to suck, 
drink mother’s milk’, etc. and Arm. diem ‘to suck, drink mother’s milk’, dayeak 
‘nurse, tutor’. See Pokorny 1959: 241-242; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 570 = 
1995: 487; Mallory/Adams 1997: 382a, 556a. Arm. dayeak (q.v.) is an Iranian 
loanword. 

The PIE verbal root is reconstructed as *d'eh r-. The cognate /-formations are: 
Umbr. FELIUF ‘lactentes’, Latin filius ‘son’ from *d"(e)h,-i-l-io- [Schrijver 1991: 
242; de Vaan 2008: 219-220]; MIr. del ‘nipple’, Olr. deil ‘female pig of two years 
old’, delech ‘having udders, milch cow’ from *d'eh;-l-; Gr. UnAn ‘mother’s breast’ 
from *d'eh,-I-Eh>-; Lith. délé, dial. dielé ‘leech’, pirm(a)delys ‘first-born (of animals 
and fruits)’, pirm(a)délé ‘cow which bears a calf for the first time’, Latv. déle ‘leech’ 
beside der ‘to suck’ and dilit ‘to suck’ (see Fraenkel s.v.; Derksen 1996: 60), dels 
‘son’ from *d"eh_-li- vs. dile ‘sucking calf? from *q"h -i-I-eh;-; OHG tili f. < *delio, 
tila f., OEngl. delu, etc. ‘teat’, probably from *d'eh-L-éh;- [Schrijver 1991: 139, 
242, 344-345, 352]; Kurd. del, dalik f. ‘female; female dog’ (> Arm. dial. del 
‘female dog’, Acarean 1913: 271b), etc., probably from an old *-/u-formation (see 
Hübschmann 1883: 26; Cabolov 2001: 301-302; EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 447)'5; 
Skt. dhàrü- adj. ‘sucking’, possibly from "*d'eh;-l-: Gr. dioc ‘feminine’, etc. 
(Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 789 with literature); Alb. dele f. ‘sheep, ewe’ from 
*d' eh jl-ieh>- > PAlb. *deiilia [Demiraj 1997: 127-128]. 

As we can see, there are /-formations based on both *q"'eh 1- and *q"eh ri-. The 
latter probably represents an i-present (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 776 with a 
discussion and literature). 


^6 The etymology of Oss. dalys/dalis ‘one-year-old lamb’ is obscure (see Cheung 2002: 177). 
One wonders whether it can be in a way related to this etymon. For the semantics cf. Olc. 
dilkr ‘lamb’, Olr. dinu ‘lamb’, etc. 
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Orel (1994: 357) compares the Albanian form (PAlb *daila ‘sheep’ < ‘suckling’) 
in particular with Arm. dayl ‘beestings’ from *d'h,ilo-. On the other hand, the 
Armenian form has been derived from *d"h,-I-i- (Schrijver 1991: 344). Arm. da(y)/ 
is formally and semantically comparable with Albanian (see Pedersen 1905: 201 = 
1982: 63; HAB 1: 668b; Kortlandt 1986: 41 = 2003: 70-71; Jahukyan 1987: 303): 
Tosk dhalle, Gheg dhallt(-i) ‘skim milk; churning’ (for references, see Toporov 
PrJaz a-d, 1975: 285), cf. Alb. djathë ‘cheese’, originally ‘aus saurer Milch 
gemachter Quark’, Skt. dadhi n. ‘sour milk, whey’, OPr. dadan ‘milk’ (Toporov op. 
cit. 284-286; EWAia 1, 1992: 692; Demiraj 1997: 135-136). 

The form dal points to a QIE *d"h,-I-i(e)h;- or, possibly, *d"h;-I-i(e)h;-; for the 
problem of the palatal -/, see Ravnas 1991: 90-92. The by-form dayl, if reliable, 
may be derived from *dď"h;-l-iehz- > *daly through metathesis or y-epenthesis 
(compare ayl, o-stem from *al-io-: Lat. alius, etc.; for a discussion, see Godel 1975: 
87; Ravnes 1991: 33-35; Olsen 1999: 796, 79644). The formation is comparable to 
that of Lat. filia ‘daughter’ and Alb. dele f. ‘sheep, ewe’; for the semantics note also 
Alb. dhállé *skim milk; churning'. As far as dayl 1s concerned, the possibility of 
*d'h-i-l- (cf. *d'ai-li- in Jahukyan 1987: 119) should not be ruled out completely. 
The presence of the doublet formations *d"(e)h rI- and *d'h ,-i-l- in one and the same 
language is not impossible, cf. Latv. déls ‘son’ vs. díle ‘sucking calf?’ (Schrijver 
1991: 242). However, it is not certain whether *d"h,-i-I- would be realized as PArm. 
*dail- or *a(H)il-. 

The semantics has developed in three basic directions: 1) ‘to suck(le)’ > ‘one 
who/which sucks, suckling, infant, calf, etc.’; 2) ‘to give milk’ or ‘to milk’ > ‘one 
who/which gives milk or is milked, dairy cow, nipple, etc.’; 3) ‘to feed with milk, 
nurse’ > ‘one who nurses, wet-nurse'. For an extensive semantic discussion, see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 570-571, = 1995: 4874p. 


dalar, o-stem (Bible+) ‘green, fresh’; dalar-i, dalarw-o-y, -o-j ‘greenery, grass, herb’ 
(Bible+). 

Some textual illustrations: 

dalar-o-y in Job 39.8, Cox 2006: 250. 

dalari, LocSg dalarwoj, in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913=1991: 359"'; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 350): i vayri dalarwoj “in a verdant place". 

In Grigor Narekac‘i 63.2 (Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 496'*°; Russ. transl. 1988: 
203; Engl. transl. 2001: 301): Or busuc ‘anes yerkré dalari : “Toi, «ro pacrump 
3eJIeHyIo HOpOCJIb H3 <...> 3eMjm" : “You, who grows the green sprouts from the 
<...> earth”. 

GDP! dalare-a-c‘ in Book of Chries 8.7.3 (G. Muradyan 1993: 200"''). 

See also s.vv. acut ‘coal’ and place-name Dalari-k‘. 
eDIAL dalar is widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 613a]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. Jad ‘to bloom, flourish, grow’, Váñoç n. ‘sprout’, 
Jadiocg m. ‘green twig, esp. of the olive, sprout’, Welsh dalen ‘leaf’, Alb. dal ‘to 
sprout’, etc. Arm. dalar is to be compared with Gr. Jasepdoc “blooming, fresh’, 
probably from QIE *d"Ih,ro- (see Mayrhofer 1986: 127,1 and references below). 
Probably related to Arm. dalukn ‘jaundice’, det ‘herb’, det-in ‘yellow’. For thorough 
philological and etymological discussions, see HAB 1: 612-613, 647-650; Clackson 
1994: 118-120. For dalukn, see Mawet 1993: 304-305 and, especially, Olsen 1994. 
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For *-Ih,- > Arm. -/- (not -7-), see s.vv. alawunk' ‘Pleiades’, yolov ‘many’, etc. 

If the PIE origin is not accepted, one might think of Mediterranean substratum 
(see 3.11). 

To explain Arm. def, one may perhaps assume an old n-stem: nom. *d"eI(H)-n-, 
gen. *d"I-nös. Arm. del ‘herb’ and aA4óc m. ‘green twig, sprout’ have generalized 
the nominative and oblique stems, respectively. See 2.2.2.3. 


dalukn ‘jaundice’ (Bible+). 
See s.v. dalar ‘green, fresh’. 


daku, a-stem: GDPI daku-a-c‘ in T‘ovmay Arcruni 1.1, 9-10" cent. (1985: 281; 
transl. Thomson 1985: 78) ‘adze, axe’ (John Chrysostom, Socrates, Carontir). 

NHB 1: 592a cites dakur, with no attestation, cf. dagur ‘plane’ in Koylaw’s 
dictionary [HAB 1: 613b]. See below on a dialectal correspondence. 
eDIAL Akn dakur [HAB 1: 614a], Sebastia dakur, also dakurag [Gabikean 1952: 
159], from *dakur-urag (with urag ‘adze’) through haplology. Note also t'agujak 
(HAB ibid.; uncertain). 
eETYM Since Lidén (1906: 55), derived from *d*āg-u-, cf. Gr. diya, Dor. de ‘to 
sharpen, whet’, Unyavn ‘whetstone’. For other (alleged) correspondences, a 
discussion and references, see HAB 1: 613-614; Arutjunjan 1983: 278-279; 
Jahukyan 1987: 119, 162, 302; and especially Clackson 1994: 116-118. 

The connection with the Greek word is possible but uncertain; the appurtenance 
of daku to the ‘Wanderwort’ Late Latin daga, Engl. dagger, etc. is semantically 
more satisfying [Clackson 1994: 116-118]. The by-form dakur may be due to 
analogy of (or contamination with) sakur ‘battle-axe’ and ckur ‘axe’. Note also 
Ararat akur ‘pick, hoe’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 33b). 


damban, prob. i-stem or a-stem: AblSg i damban-é, which precludes the o-declension 
(Grigor Narekac‘i, 10-11" cent.), LocSg i damban-i in T‘&odoros K‘it‘enawor, 7" 
cent. (NHB 2: 1050a), Grigor Narekac‘i ‘tomb, grave’; a few derivatives: damban- 
akan ‘mourning song’ in Dionysius Thrax (6-7th cent.): ew zdambanakann uzgnaki : 
tà à &Aeyeia Aryvpõç (AdonDion 2008: 25, see also A. Muradyan 1971: 159-160; 
dambaran ‘tomb, grave’ in Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.), etc. 
eETYM Since Lidén (1906: 41-43; sceptical Meillet 1910-11: 218-219), connected 
with Gr. soon f. ‘interment’, tapog m. ‘funeral rites; grave, tomb’, tappog f. “ditch, 
trench’, déen ‘to bury’ (from *d'mb"-io, see Rix 1992: 90), Old Pruss. dambo 
‘ground’, etc. One reconstructs *d"mb"- (HAB 1: 618a; Pokorny 1959: 248; Mann 
1963: 61; Rix 1992: 90). For other (alleged) cognates and references, see Clackson 
1994: 120-121; Rix 2003: 372, 380. 

This Armeno-Greek correspondence has been regarded as a technical funeral 
term, and the appurtenance of other cognate forms are considered uncertain (see 
Toporov, PrJaz 1 [a-d], 1975: 294-295 with literature), although Clackson (1994: 
121) is positive on especially Old Pruss. dambo ‘ground’. 

The suffix -aran is certainly Iranian, whereas -an can be of both native and 
Iranian origin (for the material, see Clackson 1994: 110-112, 121)". 


“7 For a suffix -an in place designations, cf. kac-an ‘path’, kap-an ‘pass, gorge’, p 'ot-an 
‘street’, etc. Note also Urartian iarani ‘shrine, sanctuary’ (on this word, see MeSéaninov 1978: 
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V. Chirikba (p.c.) suggests a connection of the Armenian word with Abkhaz a- 
damra ‘tomb, grave, dolmen’. A loss of on is not easy to explain, therefore he 
assumes an old borrowing from Arm. *damb(a)r-. One may assume that PArm. 
*d'amb"-ro-/-reh;- ‘tomb’ (cf. Gr. vágpoc f. ‘ditch, trench’) has been borrowed into 
Abkhaz a-damra at an early stage. Later, *damb(a)r- was replaced by dambaran 
under the strong influence of -aran, a suffix which makes depository and similar 
terms. 

I conclude that Arm. damban and *dambar ‘tomb, grave’ and the related Greek 
(perhaps also some other European) forms represent a cultural word belonging to the 
Mediterranian-Pontic substratum (see 3.11). Abkhaz a-damra *tomb, grave, dolmen’ 
is a very old armenism and probably corroborates the MedPont origin (cf. other 
technical terms such as kamurj ‘bridge’, q.v.). 

Further, note Arm. t'umb ‘mound; fence, wall around a house’, Gr. röußog m. 
*mound, burial mound, grave', etc. (see HAB 2: 206). If these words belong with 
damb-an, Gr. tagy, etc., we may assume another Mediterranean cultural term with 
aberrant u-vocalism, cf. burgn ‘tower’, durgn 'potter's wheel’ (see s.v.v.). Note that 
Arm. t'umb, if interpreted correctly, must belong to a younger period in view of t - 
instead of d-. 


dayeak, a-stem: GDSg dayek-i (P‘awstos Buzand), GDPI dayek-a-c‘ in the Bible and 
Eti8é [Ter-Minasyan 1989: 404'*] ‘nurse; wet-nurse; tutor’ (abundant in the Bible, 
etc., Astuacaturean 1895: 375; NHB 1: 593); dial. ‘midwife’. 

Abundantly attested in the Bible, etc. also in compounds: dayek-(a-), see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 375; NHB 1: 593. Apart from the Bible, the meaning ‘tutor’ 
occurs in e.g. Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.43 (1913-1991: 168'^; transl. Thomson 1978: 
184). MidArm. dayek ‘nurse, wet-nurse’ [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 164b]. 
eDIAL The MidArm. form dayek is present in a number of ka-dialects, in the 
meaning ‘midwife’. In Polis, Axalc'xa, Karin, Sebastia and Akn, one finds *dahek, 
with the glide -h- [Acarean 1913: 265a; HAB 1: 619a]. 
eETYM Since long, linked with Arm. diem ‘to suck, drink mother’s milk’, Pers. 
dayah ‘wet-nurse’ (Georg Dpir, NHB 1: 593a), Skt. dhayati ‘to suck, drink mother's 
milk’, Arm. da(y)/ ‘beestings’, etc. (de Lagarde 1850: 352-353; 1854: 14 996. 
Hübschmann 1883: 26; 1897: 437). Arm. dayeak 1s put in this context as a native 
word, see Hübschmann ibid.; Pedersen 1905: 204; 1906: 405 = 1982: 66, 183 (*day- 
i-, or *-ti-formation); Pokorny 1959: 241-242 (*d"o-ti- > Arm. *day-); Schrijver 
1991: 344 (*d"h j-). 

In fact, Arm. dayeak should be regarded as an Iranian loanword, cf. Pahl. dayag 
*(wet-)nurse', etc. (HAB 1: 618-619, 668a; Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 485a; Schmitt 
1972-74: 24; Perixanjan 1983: 125, 32719; Jahukyan 1987: 162, 522, 551; L. 
Hovhannisyan 1990: 216-217; cf. Ravnes 1991: 143). On the Iranian etymon, see 
EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 445-448; Cheung 2007: 47. 


137; N. Arutjunjan 2001: 450-451), which might be regarded as a loanword from PArm. 
conjectural *iar-an ‘shrine’ < PIE "ish;ro- ‘holy’, cf. Gr. iepóg ‘holy, divine’, íepóv n. 
‘consecrated area, temple’, Skt. isird- ‘strong, active’, etc. This is, of course, highly 
hypothetical. 
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dayl ‘colostrum, beestings’ (NHB and HAB, without specified references). 
For dialectal forms and an etymological discussion, see s.v. dal ‘colostrum, 
beestings’. 


daylayl-ik-k‘ ‘twitter, trembling song’ (Grigor Astuacaban Nazianzac‘i, John 
Chrysostom, Plato, Grammarians). Spelled also as dala(y)lik-k' and delelik-k'. On 
ModArm. daylayl(ik) ‘twitter’ and daylaylel ‘to twitter’, see Malxaseanc‘ HBB 1: 
485b. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 619b) treats the word as reduplication of a root *dayl, 
which he, with some reservation, considers onomatopoeic. 

The root *da(y)! is homonymous to da(y)l ‘colostrum’ (q.v.). On the strength of 
typological parallels for the poetic association ‘cow, milk’ : ‘song, stanza’ or ‘stream 
of milk’ : ‘stream of speech’ (see Ivanov 1979a: 13-14; Ivanov apud MifNarMir 2, 
1982: 5-6; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 567-568, 5694, 571; Lubotsky 2002b: 35), 
one is tempted to assume that the resemblance of these two words is not a mere 
chance. Note also Vedic dhéna- f. ‘stream of milk, nourishing stream’ : ‘stream of 
speech’ (Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 797; cf. Humbach 1982: 107-111), which is 
etymologically related with Arm. da(y)/ ‘colostrum’. The idea is highly uncertain, 
however, and the onomatopoeic origin of *dayl ‘twittering song’ is more probable. 


darnam, 3sg.aor. darj-a-w ‘to go/come back, return; to turn, become’ (Bible+); darj, 
i-stem: GDSg darj-i, LocSg i darj-i (Bible), AblSg i darj-é (Philo), IPl darj-i-w-k‘ 
(Grigoris Argaruni, 7-8" cent.) ‘return, departure; turning’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The verb darnam is ubiquitous in the dialects. The stem darj- is seen in Juta 
d'arc nel, Polis darc ‘unel, etc. [HAB 1: 639b]. 
eETYM Arm. *dar(j)-nam has been connected to Alb. dredh, aor. dródha *to turn, 
wind’ on the one hand, and to Gr. zp&xo ‘to run’, zpoxög m. “wheel; potter's wheel’, 
Olr. droch ‘wheel’, and Arm. durgn 'potter's wheel’ on the other, for other (alleged) 
forms, references and a discussion, see Lidén 1906: 101-104; HAB 1: 639; Pokorny 
1959: 258 and 273; Chantraine 1968-80: 1135-1136; Demiraj 1997: 143-144; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 491b, 640b; 2006: 249-250, 399-400; Olsen 1999: 193, 954- 
955. 

These forms are often represented under two different lexemes. In view of the 
obvious parallelism between darnam < *dar(j)nam ‘to turn’ vs. durgn 'potter's 
wheel’ on the one hand, and barnam < *barj-nam ‘to lift vs. burgn ‘tower’ on the 
other, one rather assumes that darnam and durgn are outcomes of one and the same 
root *dr(e)g"-, although details are disputable. It is remarkable that both burgn and 
durgn are cultural terms derived from verbal stems and displaying the same kind of 
phonological irregularities, viz. *-ur- and *-g"- vs. *-r(V)- and *-g"-, respectively. 
Besides, these cultural terms have related forms in non-Indo-European languages of 
Near East and Caucasus. For a further discussion and references, see s.v. durgn 
*potter's wheel’. 


darbin, a-stem: GDSg darbn-i (Job 32.19 [Cox 2006: 210]), GDPI darbn-a-c‘ (Job 
41.16 [Cox 2006: 264], Movses Xorenac'i 2.61, Response to Sahak's letter, Grigor 
Narekac‘i) ‘blacksmith’ (Bible+); darbnem ‘to forge’ (John Chrysostom, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Paterica); coll. darbn-ay-k* (“Carontir”). 
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According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 636a), the basic and oldest meaning is ‘artisan, 
craftsman’, which is seen in darbin pinjoy ew erkat'oy (Genesis 4.22, see now in 
Zeyt'unyan 1985: 163). However, the Greek text here has yaAxe0g xaAKod xai 
oıönpov, and Arm. darbin simply renders Gr. yadx-ev¢ m. ‘metal worker, 
coppersmith, blacksmith’. 

The word darbin is mentioned in an interesting passage describing the cult 
ceremonies related with Artawazd, imprisoned in mountain Masis (Ararat): Movses 
Xorenac‘i 2.61 (1913-1991: 192'5 transl. Thomson 1978: 204): Vasn oroy ew ar 
meroy isk Zamanakaw bazumk' i darbnac', zhet ert'alov araspelin, yawur 
miasabat'woj eric's kam dc'oric's baxen zsaln, zi zorasc‘in, asen, slt'ayk'n 
Artawazday. Bayc‘ e csmartut'eamb ayspes, orpes asac ok e veragoyn : “Therefore, 
even in our own time many smiths, following the fable, on the first day of the week 
strike the anvil three or four times so that the chains of Artavazd may be 
strengthened, as they say. But the truth of the matter is as we said above". A couple 
of lines further: Ew zoue noyn ergic Ein yaraspelin asen ayspes “This the same 
singers express in the fable as follows". 

In Patasxani t'it'oyn Sahakay (Response to the letter of Sahak) ascribed to 
Movses Xorenac‘i (MovsXorenMaten 1843: 294-295; see also Ališan 1910: 42-43; 
Russell 1987: 250, 404), mention is made of a shrine of the goddess Anahit in a 
place in the district of Anjewac'ik called Darbnac' k'ar ‘stone of blacksmiths’. 
Here the blacksmiths (attested forms: API darbin-s, GDP1 darbn-a-c ‘) are explicitly 
described in the context of a heathen cult and are called gorconeayk' c'arin 
"ministers of evil". The shrine of Anahit was replaced by a small church Surb 
Astuacacin, and the place was renamed Hogeac' vank' (ibid.), note traditional 
stories (Lanalanyan 1969: 246-247) where we also encounter the Ka? dew 'lame 
demon' (cf. Russell 1987: 205), the demon called Kudrut', and a bear. On 
Hogeac /Hogwoc ' vank‘, see Hübschmann 1904: 342-343. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects: Sebastia, Karin, Mus, Juta d'arb'in, Ararat 
d'arp 'in, Larabat tárpin, Ala&kert d‘arpin, T‘iflis darp‘un (!), etc. [HAB 1: 636b]. 
Van, Moks, Salmast tärpin, Ozim d‘ärpeyn [HAB ibid.; Aéafyan 1952: 255] and 
Satax tärpin [M. Muradyan 1962: 195a] display a regular reflex of da- through 
Aéatyan’s Law. 
eETYM Since Meillet (1894: 165), connected with Lat. faber, fabri m. 'craftsman, 
workman, artisan; metal worker, smith’ and derived from PIE *d"ab"- ‘to put 
together, fit’: Goth. ga-daban ‘to be suitable’, OEngl. ge-defte ‘mild, gentle’ < 
“*fitting, becoming’, OCS dobre ‘dyads, kaAóg, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 438; 
HAB 1: 636; Pokorny 1959: 233-234; Lehmann 1986: 134-135). Jahukyan (1982: 
74; 1987: 119) accepts the connection with Lat. faber and OCS dobr» and follows 
Pokorny in reconstructing *d"ab"rino- for Armenian. 

The relatedness of Arm. darbin and Lat. faber with the other forms is uncertain 
(see Schrijver 1991: 102; Kuiper 1995: 66; de Vaan 2008: 197). According to 
Mallory/Adams (1997: 139a), although IE *d"ab"ros ‘craftsman’ is attested in only 
two stocks, “the geographical distribution of those attestations strongly suggests PIE 
status". More probably, however, this 1s a non-IE word (Beekes 1996: 230; cf. also 
Kuiper 1995: 66) and belongs with the Mediterranean-Pontic substratum (see 3.11). 
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The reconstruction of *-ino- (see above) is improbable. One might rather assume 
coll./fem. *-neh;- (see Olsen 1999: 471) or *-sneh;-, cf. Gr. téyvy f. ‘craftmanship, 
handiwork, art’ vs. Skt. táksati ‘to form by cutting; to fashion, form’, etc. (see s.v. 
*t'esi ‘spindle’). For a possible original n-stem, cf. hiws-n ‘carpenter’ vs. hiwsem ‘to 
weave’ (q.v.). PArm. *dabr-(s)na- ‘forging’ would develop into dorbi, a-stem 
‘forger’ as in lusin ‘moon’ from *louk-sneh;-, katin ‘acorn’ from *g"Ih;eno- (q.v.). 
For the suffix -in, see Jahukyan 1987: 234; Olsen 1999: 463-473. Note especially 
aix ` alaxin ‘female servant’ (q.v.). For the development ‘craft’ > ‘craftsman’ cf. 
Olr. cerd ‘craft; poetry’ > ‘craftsman, artisan, gold- and silversmith; poet’ (see s.v. 
k'erday ‘scribe’). 

Alternatively, Arm. darbin has been linked with Skt. drbhati ‘to tie together’, 
Lith. darbas ‘work’, darbti ‘to work’, etc. (Mann 1963: 58, 94; Blazek 2008: 77, 
79). Note especially Lith. dial. darbinykas ‘worker’ (on this and related forms and 
on the suffix -i/enykas, see Derksen 1996: 48, 99, 185-186; cf. Fraenkel s.v.), which 
has been linked with darbin, Lat. faber and others already in HAB 1: 636a; see also 
Atabekyan 1979: 56. However, this is less probable. 

Gordon Whittaker (2004: 389,3; 2005: 414, 4146)" compares Arm. darbin and 
Lat. faber with Sumerian tabira ‘joiner’ and Hurrian tabiri ‘MetallgieBer’, probably 
also ‘smith’. Ilya Yakubovich (apud Blazek 2008: 79,) independently suggests the 
same comparison, but proposes to derive Arm. darbin from the Hurrian word, 
borrowed into Sumerian fabira, tibira ‘metal worker’. However, I see no serious 
reasons to abandon the connection of Arm. darbin with Lat. faber. According to 
Whittaker (ibid.), the Sumerian word (tabira ‘artisan, joiner’, not ‘metal worker’) is 
not related with the Hurrian, but is rather a loan from PIE *dhabh-ro-. 

Leaving the Sumerian word out of consideration, I assume that Hurrian tabiri 
could be borrowed in the 2™ (or 3") millennium from the Proto-Armenians which 
may have been settled at that time in the NW parts of the historical Armenia, in and 
around Haia§a, ‘*the land of metal/iron’ (see s.v. Hay-k‘ ‘ Armenia’). 

The proto-form that underlies Arm. darbin with Lat. faber may be reconstructed 
as a QIE HD r-stem: nom. *d"ab"-er, acc. *d'ab'-ér-m, gen. *d'ab'-r-ós (type 
‘father’, see Beekes 1995: 177). ? 

The passages from Movsés Xorenac‘i, etc. (see above) seem to reveal the 
meaning ‘heathen priest; poet’ or the like, which possibly originates from the Indo- 
European tradition, cf. Olr. cerd ‘craftsman, artisan, gold- and silversmith; poet’ 
(see s.v. k'erday ‘scribe’), fabbro del parlar in Dante; Olc. ljodasmiör ‘poet’ and 
galdrasmiór “Verfasser von Zauberliedern’ vs. smiör ‘artisan, smith’, etc.” For 
these and other data on the relation between ‘smith’, ‘forger, sorcerer’ and ‘poet, 
forger of words and songs’, see Durante 1968: 270-271 (« 1960: 236-237); 
Ivanov/Toporov 1974: 148-149, 158-163, 172-173; Ivanov apud MifNarMir 2: 21; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 139ab. For an extensive study of IE ‘smith’, see Blazek 2008 
and forthc. 


^5 T am indebted to Prof. Gordon Whittaker for these references and for detailed discussions. 
® If Hurrian tabiri is indeed an Armenian loan, it may reflect the PArm. old nominative. 

5? The Armenian and Germanic poetic traditions often display similarities, see, e.g., s.vv. 
araspel ‘myth’, tat ‘song’. 
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The Lame Demon, which functions in the context of Darbnac' K'ar ‘stone of 
blacksmiths’, may reflect the IE divine smith, which was lame, too (on the latter, see 
Ivanov apud MifNarMir 2: 22b; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 715). 


darj, i-stem ‘return, turn’ (Bible+), and aor. stem of darnam ‘to go/come back, return; 
to turn, become' (q.v.). 
@ETYM See s.v. darnam ‘to return, turn’. 


del, o-stem: ISg det-o-v (Bible), GDPI dei o-c" (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movses Xorenac‘i); 
a-stem: IPI det-a-w-k‘ (see below) ‘herb; medicine; poison, etc.’ (Bible+); delem ‘to 
cure, poison’ (e.g. P‘awstos Buzand, see below), det-in (gen. detn-i) ‘yellow’ (Plato, 
John Chrysostom, etc.); det-j ‘peach’ (Paterica, Geoponica, etc.), karmr-a-delj ‘red 
peach’ (Agat'angelos). 

In Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5" cent. (1904=1985: 9'**; transl. Thomson 1991: 42): And 
gtanin ew azgi azgi armatk' busoc‘ i pets ogtakarut'ean deloc', ast Cartaraget 
canac 'olut'ean stugahmut bzskac‘n yorinuacoc‘n : “There are found every sort of 
root and plant useful for the needs of medicine; they are prepared according to the 
knowledgeable skill of the most expert physicians". 

In P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 /5™ cent./ (1883-1984: 104; transl. Garsoian 1989: 145) 
one finds IP] det-o-v-k‘ and det-a-w-k‘ “by poison" in the same passage; see the 
lines -10 (figura etymologica: detel zna mahuan delok'n “to infect her with a deadly 
poison") and -15. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11 (191321991: 3775 transl. Thomson 1978: 88): Bayc‘ 
zdiakn Belay pacuceal delovk' (var. delok', see readings at pp. 37 and 418a), ase, 
hramaye Hayk tanel i Hark‘, ew t'alel i barjrawandak tetwoj, i tesil kananc' ew 
ordwoc' iwroc' *But Hayk embalmed the corpse of Bel with drugs, he [Mar Abas 
Catina — Thomson, note 5] says, and ordered it to be taken to Hark* and to be buried 
in a high place in the view of his wives and sons". 

GDP! de?-o-c‘ is found in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.31 (1913-1991: 149" transl. 
Thomson 1978: 169): vasn bzskut‘eand, or lini i iere k'o aranc‘ deloc' ew armatoc ` 
“and about the healing that was accomplished through you without medicines or 
drugs”. 

See also Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (5"/7™ cent.), 2003: 1164b, lines -14, 
-16. 
eDIAL All the forms are widespread in the dialects [HAB 1: 649b, 651]. 

According to Jahukyan (1972: 280; 1987: 119, 255, 277; see also H. Suk‘iasyan 
1986: 155), here also belongs Van *det-d ‘the root of a plant used in hair-washing’ 
(on which see Aéafean 1913: 272a). 

Further, see s.v. det-b ‘yellow’. 
eETYM See s.v. dalar ‘green, fresh’. 


detb ‘yellow’ in Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.), NHB 1: 609a. In the edition of A. G. 
Abrahamyan (1940: 40^), one finds detin ‘yellow’ instead. 

The variant deib is not necessarily a corruption. A similar variation is also seen in 
the case of the preceding word of the same passage: lurt' (NHB) vs. lurj 
(Abrahamyan's edition); both alternants are reliably attested elsewhere, see s.v. lurj 
‘shiny; blue’. Besides, as ACaryan (HAB 1: 650a) stresses, the existence of delb is 
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corroborated by de#b-a-goyn (attested by the same author, Anania Sirakac‘i) and 
dial. *deib-el (see below). 

The compound detb-a-goyn, lit. *yellow-coloured', occurs in the Long Recension 
of Asxarhac‘oyc‘ by Anania Sirakac‘i, 7" cent., see HAB 1: 650a. Ačařyan refers to 
Soukry 1881: 45™ (transl. of the passage Hewsen 1992: 75), but here gefbagoyn is 
printed. 
eDIAL Mui d 'exb ‘el ‘to grow yellow by dirt (said of clothes)’ [HAB 1: 650b]. 

According to Jahukyan (1972: 280; 1987: 119, 255, 277, 305; see also H. 
Suk‘iasyan 1986: 155), here also belongs Akn *d/-b-ik ‘a branch with fruits’ (on 
which see Aéafean 1913: 279b). 

G. Gyozalyan (2001: 17) records Svedia (Musa-ler) txp ‘ina ‘a plant with grape- 
sized yellow sticky fruits’. I wonder if this word derives from our detb ‘yellow’. It 
may reflect *detb-eni. 
eETYM According to Aéaryan (1898b: 371b; HAB 1: 648b, 650; Jahukyan, Ibid.), 
delb is composed of *de# (see HAB s.v. de! ‘herb’ and del-in ‘yellow’) and the 
determinative -b. 

The -/- of dl-b-ik perhaps points out to an independent formation *dal- ‘fresh 
branch, herb’ (cf. dal-ar ‘fresh plant’) + the same determinative -b-. 


*d(e)l-ez ‘bee; bumble-bee’. 
eDIAL Mus, Van, Sip‘an diez ‘bee; bumble-bee (“wild bee") [Amatuni 1912: 
166-167]. According to Aéatyan (1913: 1033b), Van tłez ‘stinged bee; bumble-bee; 
spider; (secret language) gold’, with a regular shift d > Van t. 

One expects voiceless f- also in Satax. However, M. Muradyan (1962: 209b) 
records Satax delez: isamelu ‘bumble-bee’ in her glossary of purely dialectal words. 

Van/Aréak (the village of Sahgeldi) d#ez occurs, e.g., in the following saying (V. 
Ananyan 1980: 3795): Matd mi tana dlezi ponin “Do not take/put your finger (on)to 
the bee-nest". In a footnote, the author (379,) renders de: by ModArm. melu ‘bee’. 
eETYM No etymology is known to me. 

I wonder if the word derives from *det- ‘yellow’ (see s.vv. detin, delj). For the 
semantics cf. Satax zar-ket‘ ‘bumble-bee’ and dial. zř-kēc ‘yellow bumble-bee’, if 
containing zar ‘yellow’ (see s.v. ket;). The suffix -ez may be compared with the -j 
found in det-j ‘yellow’ and many other words, as well as with -(é)z in animal- and 
plant-names (see 2.3.1). 


dzi ‘horse’, only commentaries on Dionysius Thrax: Step'annos Siwnec'i, as 
synonymous to ji *horse', and in Grigor Magistros, listed with semantically neutral 
horse-designations (see Adonc 1915-2008: 209"'°, 241^), 
eETYM Probably to be identified with ji ‘horse’ (q.v.), see NHB 1: 611c; Jahukyan 
1967: 184; sceptical HAB 658c. 


*di-di-k? ‘newborn, child’. 
@DIAL Sivri-Hisar tetik‘ ‘newborn, child; pupil of the eye’ [Aéafean 1913: 1025a; N. 
Mkrté'yan apud PtmSivHisHay 1965: 455]. 
eETYM N. Mkrté‘yan (PtmSivHisHay 1965: 455) compares Russ. temu (written in 
Armenian characters) ‘children’. Obviously, this form is a misprint for Russ. deti = 
demu, caused by the formal similarity of the handwritten Russian characters m and u 
with Latin m and u. Note the shift d > Sivri-Hisar t. N. Mkrté‘yan (ibid.) notes that 
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the word cannot be considered a Russian loan and derives directly from 
Indo-European. 

PSlav. *déte (: Russ. ditja ‘child’, Czech dite, Bulg. deté ‘id.’, etc.) goes back to 
*d'ehi;-t-, from PIE *d'eh;- ‘to suck’; cf. Latv. déls ‘son’, Lat. filius ‘id.’, etc. 
[EtimSlovSlavJaz 5, 1978: 12-13]; see s.v. diem ‘to suck’. IE *d"eh,-t- would yield 
PArm. *di, with loss of *-t-. Sivri-Hisar tetik‘ ‘newborn, child’, if related, may be 
interpreted as reduplicated *di-di- with the diminutive suffix -ik and/or due to 
influence of pepek‘ (Nor Naxijewan) ‘child’ < Turk. bebek (on which see Acarean 
1902: 291). Alternatitevely, an onomatopoeic formation. 


diem, caus. di-ec -uc ‘anem ‘to suck, drink mother’s milk" (Bible+). 

eETYM Since Bótticher (de Lagarde), connected with Skt. dhayati (RV+), etc.; also 
Arm.da(y)l *beestings', dayeak ‘nurse, tutor’ [Hübschmann 1883: 26; 1897: 437; 
HAB 1: 668]. Godel (1975: 88-8975) directly equates diem with the Sanskrit verb 
and writes: “The parallel implies divergent developments of the PIE present stem 
*dhaye-. | assume that PA *a changed to i before *y, by progressive assimilation, 
while in Skt. it opened to a through the opposite process. This enables us to account 
for the puzzling etymological relation of Arm. ji ‘horse’ to Skt. haya- ‘id.’ by 
positing a prototype *ghayo-”. 

However, Skt. dhdyati may be derived from *d"eih-e- (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 
1992: 776; or, rather, *d"h;-eie-), and there is no laryngeal in the root of hdya- (see 
s.v. ji *horse"). Armenian has more possibilities, such as *d"ehr-, *d'eh -i-, *d'ih;-, 
etc. (see HAB 1: 668b). Jahukyan (1987: 119) reconstructs *dheie- = *d"eh;-ie. 

See also s.v. *dal. 


di-k*, GDP! di-c ', IPI di-a-w-k‘ ‘god’ (Bible+). 

eETYM Since Müller (1890: 2), compared with Gr. Bede ‘god’ [HAB 1: 672-673]. 
Arm. di-k‘ (< pl. *d'éses) derives from the full- grade *d'ehs- : Lat. feriae < OLat. 
fesiae ‘festival days’, festus ‘festive’, Osc. FÍÍSNU ‘templum’, Umbr. FESNAF-E < 
*fesna “in templum’, whereas Gr. Jede ‘god’, compositional veo-, Lat. fanum < 
*fas-no-m ‘hallowed place’, and Skt. dhis-niya- ‘Götter geneigt machend’ represent 
the zero-grade *d'5s- = *d"h;s-, see Hübschmann 1899: 45 (earlier, 1897: 438-439, 
he was sceptical); Pokorny 1959: 259; Rix 1969/1972: 179-180; Mayrhofer 1986: 
127; Schrijver 1991: 92, 139; Mallory/Adams 1997: 231a; Untermann 2000: 281- 
283, West 2007: 121]. On Lindeman's (1982: 45; 1987: 104) scepticism, see below. 

As is pointed out by Lubotsky (1988: 129), Greek has preserved the athematic 
noun in compounds (Veo-), so that Veog is a Greek denominal formation. The PIE 
may be interpreted as an original HD s-stem (cf. Schrijver 1991: 92; see also below), 
or as a HD root-noun (for the type, see Beekes 1995: 189-190): NSg *d"eh;s-s, GSg 
*d"h,s-6s. Both *d'eh,s-s and *d'eh,s-s would result in Arm. di-k‘. 

The derivation of the Greek and the Armenian words from *d'(e)ues- ‘to 
dissipate, blow" (cf. Lith. dvasia *breath, spirit, soul’, etc.; see Pokorny 1959: 269; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 466; see also references in Frisk, s.v. must be 
abandoned, in particular, because of Myc. te-o [Schwartz 1992: 392]. As far as 
Armenian 1s concerned, Lindeman (1982: 45) is positive about this etymology and 
explains Arm. di-k‘ as reflecting the lengthened grade *d"wes-. He admits, however, 
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that the Greek word can hardly belong here. This would imply separating Arm. di-k‘ 
from Gr. vedc, which is improbable and unnecessary. 

According to Georgiev (1974: 11-14; 1975: 19, 35; see also BlaZek 2001: 355), 
Thracian deoa-, óica-, d1¢a- ‘god’, as well as the second component of the Thracian 
name ZnAv-Öndn f. belong to the Greek and Armenian words. He (1974: 12) is 
inclined to the derivation of Gr. ged from *d"weso-s and treats Arm. di-k‘ and 
Thracian ögoa- as a contamination of *d"weso- and *diw- (on which see HAB s.v. 
tiw ‘day’). In general, this is implausible (see above on Myc. fe-o) and unnecessary 
since the paradigm *d'eh)s-s, GSg *d"h,s-ds offers a satisfactory explanation. 

However, a similar contamination might be viable with respect to Arm. 
compositional diwc ‘-. According to Hübschmann (1897: 439), the epenthetic -w- in 
diwc'- is due to contamination of dic- ‘god-’ with diw- ‘demon-’, cf. e.g. 
diwc ‘-a-past vs. dic -a-past *Gótter-verehrer' : diw-a-past ‘Damonen-verehrer’. If 
the PIE word had an original s-stem with NSg *d'eh)-s-ds, the “epenthetic” -w- of 
Arm. diwc - could somehow reflect PArm. hypothetical NSg *di(h)-u. One might 
also think of contamination with PArm. *tiw ‘god’ (see s.vv. ciacan ‘rainbow’, katin 
‘acorn’, tiw ‘day’). 

It has been assumed that Arm. di-k‘ ‘god’ is reflected in the Urartian theonym 
Arsibe-di-ni (see s.v. arcui ‘eagle’). 


dnem, 1sg.aor. e-di, 3sg.aor. e-d, imper. di-r ‘to put, lay; to make, build; to suppose, 
assume’ (Bible+), ‘to close the door’ (P‘awstos Buzand, etc.); di-r, i-stem “position, 
site; order’ (Bible+), ‘cemetery’ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i, Canon Law, 
Plato, etc.). 
eDIAL The verb dnem ‘to put’ is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 676]. 

In Agulis, dnem has been replaced by dril (C‘ina aril), which also means ‘to 
suppose, assume’, e.g. drik?” t'à ‘let us suppose/assume that’, cf. ClArm. dic uk‘ t'e 
[HAB 1: 676ab; Acarean 1935: 347]. As has been pointed out by Aéafyan (1935: 
125), in Agulis the verb has been reshaped after the root dir. 

The aorist paradigm in K‘esab is as follows: sg. dard, dari, idej; pl. darunk’, 
dorek‘, daren (C‘olak‘ean 1986: 154, for -j from -c‘ in the 3sg form, see 44). 
Whereas the root *di- has been replaced by *dir throughout the paradigm, the 3sg 
form seems to reflect *e-dic‘. This form is reminiscent of 3sg.aor e-li-c‘ vs. pres. *li- 
nu- > Inum ‘to fill’. 

Tiflis ju dnel means ‘to lay eggs’, cf. Germ. legen [ACafean 1913: 281b], see 
below on the Latvian parallel from the same PIE verb. Jula dirk‘ ‘coffin’ is 
comparable to ClArm. dir-k‘ ‘cemetery’ [HAB 676b]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *d"eh,- ‘to put, lay; to make, produce’: Skt. dha- ‘to put, 
place, make, produce’, Gr. tidnuı “to put down, ground, create’, Lat. con-dere ‘to 
build, found; to compose, make’, fé-ci ‘I have made’, OHG tuon ‘to do’, Lith. deti 
‘to lay, put’, Latv. det ‘to lay eggs’ (cf. Arm. dial. T‘iflis), etc. See Hübschmann 
1897: 439; HAB 1: 675-676; Pokorny 1959: 236; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 783- 
7186; Viereck/Goldammer 2003: 408. 

Arm. dnem is composed as *di- + pres. suffix *ne- seen in e.g. ar-ne-m vs. aor. 
ar-ar- ‘to make’ (q.v.), see also s.v. ampem ‘to drink’; the aorist forms 1sg. e-di and 
3sg e-d are derived from *é-d'eh)-m (cf. Skt. ddham) or sigm. *e-d"eh)-s-om (cf. 
OCS déchv) and *é-d'eh;-t (cf. Skt. ddhat), respectively; di-r is comparable with 
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e.g. li-r (see s.v. li ‘full’). For the paradigm and a discussion, see Meillet 1910-11a: 
243; 1913: 105; 1936: 19, 122-123, 132; Laragyulyan 1961: 153-155; E. Tumanjan 
1971: 381-383; Ant‘osyan 1975: 213-214, 219; Godel 1975: 53, 114, 117, 126-127; 
Schmitt 1981: 153-154; Klingenschmitt 1982: 132, 163; K. Schmidt 1985: 86. 


don ‘a kind of bread’, attested only in Yaysmawurk'. In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘, don renders 
pak'simat [Amalyan 1975: 27377]. In this form, the word has been preserved only 
in the dialect of Lazax (see below). 

In Knik‘ hawatoy- “Seal of Faith” (7^ cent.), one finds doniw hac 'iwk', where 
hac 'iwk' is IPl of hac‘ ‘bread’. Acaryan (HAB 1: 683b), with some reservation, 
identifies this don-i-w as the instrumental form of dun (John Chrysostom, Philo, 
etc.) or doyn (Grigor Narekac‘i +) ‘little, few’. However, dun or doyn would yield 
dn- or dun- in oblique cases, although this is not crucial (see s.v. hoyn ‘cornel’). One 
wonders if doniw is rather the instrumental of don ‘a kind of bread’, which here 
specifies hac‘ ‘bread’; thus: doniw hac'iwk' would be translated as “with 
don-breads, with breads of the don type". If this 1s accepted, we are dealing with the 
oldest attestation of the word and with the only evidence for the declension class 
(ISg don-i-w would point to an i-stem). 
eDIAL Lazax don [Amatuni 1912: 173b], Sirak donik ‘a longish thick bread’ (= 
matnk'as hac‘) [Mxit'areanc* 1901: 311], Mus, Bulanox donik ‘a kind of longish 
bread with a hole in the middle’ [HAB 1: 679b], Satax tonik (M. Muradyan 1962: 
216b, in the glossary of dialectal words; explained as t‘onran bok'on), Sasun donig 
‘soft, fresh bread’ [Petoyan 1965: 461]. 

Amatuni (1912: 173b) records Van dotik ‘a kind of longish bread with a hole in 
the middle’ (mentioned as tofik by G. Srvanjtyanc‘ in his “Groc‘u broc‘”, see 1, 
1978: 40). As far as semantics is concerned, this form is reminiscent of Mus, 
Bulanox donik. However, dotik derives from Van doł ‘frame around a wheel’ 
[Aéarean 1913: 282-283]. 

T'emuréyan (1970: 86b and 92bj0, respectively) records Sebastia donpik ‘a kind 
of bread’ and Arabkir (rural) doni ‘cooked and dried juice of mulberry or grape’ (= 
Kyurin k ‘esme). The former is also found in Gabikean 1952: 170: dompik: nkanak, 
pztik somin. Besides, Gabikean (ibid.) separately gives Sebastia don ‘thick liquid 
food for shepherd's dogs, made of barley flour'. It is uncertain whether these words 
are related with each other and with don ‘a kind of bread’. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 1: 679-680) connects Skt. dhàná- f. pl. ‘roasted grains’ 
(RV+), Khotanese dana- ‘corn’, MPers. dàn, danag ‘seed, corn’, NPers. dana ‘seed, 
corn’ (> Arm. dial. dan ‘grain’), Lith. duona "bread, corn, grain’, Latv. duöna ‘slice 
of bread’, etc. (from PIE *d"oH-neh>-). Note also Toch. B täno f. ‘seed, grain’ 
[Adams 1999: 286]. 

Jahukyan (1987: 162-163) presents three objections to this etymology: (1) PIE 
*d'oná- would yield Arm. *dun, (2) the Armenian meaning is remote, (3) the word 
is attested only in late texts. The third objection is not essential. Also the second is 
surmountable in view of the Baltic semantics. The only serious problem is the 
vocalism. A potentially similar case is found with gom ‘fold for sheep or cattle’ 
(q.v.). Jahukyan (1987: 254) interprets these two and some other words as reflecting 
an old dialectal variation next to the regular development *e/oN > Arm. i/uN. He 
also compares don with Hurr. tuni (see below). 
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I wonder if the development *-on- > Arm. -on- may be explained by lowering 
under the influence of the -a- if the following syllable: PArm. *duna > *dona- > 
don. Compare also gom, a-stem ‘sheepfold, stall’, if from *g"om(m)ä- (see s.v.). 
Since Arm. don 1s not attested in the oldest period of Armenian literature, one may 
alternatively place don in the list of words showing an unclear substitution ay/a : o. 
In this case, the proto- Armenian reconstruction would be *dan-, from the zero grade 
*d" H-neh;-, also found in Toch. B täno f. ‘seed, grain’ (Lubotsky, p.c.). 

PIE *d"oH-neh;- ‘grain; bread’ has been compared with Sem. *duhn- ‘millet’ (see 
Illié-Svityé 1964: 5; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 873; Jahukyan 1987: 450; cf. Cuny 
1937: 229-231). 

Pârvulescu (1988: 51) derives the PIE word from *d"eh;- ‘to put’, with the basic 
meaning ‘wealth, treasure’ from earlier "what is put, deposited’. Thus: *q"oh rneh>-. 
This idea has been considered semantically unlikely [Mallory/Adams 1997: 237a; 
Adams 1999: 286]. 

Jahukyan (1987: 426) points out that Arm. don resembles Hurr. tuni ‘a kind of 
bread’, but is sceptical about this comparison, since: (1) Aécaryan is inclined to 
ascribe native (« IE) origin to Arm. don, (2) Hurr. tuni may be derived from tuni 
‘FuBschemel’; thus “baked in the shape of tuni”. He refers to Haas/Wilhelm 1974, 
not indicating the page. This work, however, is missing in if ahukyan’s bibliography. 
I assume that he meant the same Haas/Wilhelm 1974 as is found in the bibliography 
of my present study. In this book, one finds Hitt. füni- ‘ein bestimmtes Brot’, 
NINPAdiini- c. “ein Gebäck’ (pp. 12, 104, 106), 150-151, 179, 286b) and Hurr. tüni 
‘FuBschemel’ (104, 106,). There is also Hitt. “'N?twnik n. / tunink-, which is 
interpreted as (n)k-derivation from N'“”“duni- [Neu 1970: 5737; Haas/Wilhelm 1974: 
179]. 

Jahukyan’s objections are not decisive. Firstly, the meaning ‘a kind of bread’ 
could be original. Then, füni ‘FuBschemel’, if indeed related, may be seen as 
“shaped as funi-bread”. Remarkably, next to the very Arm. don ‘bread’, one finds 
don ‘an architectural ornament/detail’, probably ‘architrave’, attested twice in 
Zak'aria K‘anak‘etc‘i (17" cent), in the description of the monastery 
Yovhannavank‘. Acaryan (HAB 1: 680) treats this word as metaphorically 
belonging to don ‘a kind of bread’. This can serve as a (typological, at least) parallel 
to tüni *Fuschemel" < tüni- ‘a kind of bread’. Secondly, the relatedness of Arm. 
don ‘a kind of bread’ with Hitt. ""P^ggi. c. ‘ein Gebäck’ does not necessarily 
contradict the native origin of the Armenian word. Secondly, if one accepts the IE 
origin of Arm. don, then Hitt. “'“?“diini- might, at least theoretically, be considered 
as a loan from Armenian. I admit, however, that the question of such loans is very 
far from established. 

I conclude: the relationship between the Armenian and the Hittite/Hurrian words 
may be explained in three ways: (1) Arm. don, dial. *donik ‘a kind of bread’ derives 
from PIE *g'oH-neh;- ‘grain; bread’ (although the problem of Arm. -o- needs 
further examination), and Hitt. N" düni-, “'NPtunik ‘ein Gebäck’ is borrowed from 
Armenian; (2) Arm. don/donik derives from PIE *d'oH-neh;-, but its resemblance 
with Hitt. “NP^dūni-/tunik is accidental; (3) Arm. don/donik has been borrowed 
from Hitt. V P^gii/tunik and has nothing to do with PIE *d"ond- (note that the 
Hittite word cannot be derived from PIE *d"oH-neh z- in view of its vocalism). At 
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this stage of research, it is hard to choose between these possibilities. The second 
one does not seem probable to me. 


du 2sg.pers.pron. ‘thou’ (Bible+), dun (Timothy Aelurus); pl. du-k* (Bible+). For 
oblique forms, see s.vv. k'o, k'ez, jez and jer. For references to the paradigm and a 
discussion, see 2.2.5. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Many of them display forms reflecting dun, 
Suc'ava, Nor Naxijewan, T'iflis, Mus, Polis, HamSen, Akn, Xarberd, Sebastia, 
Tigranakert, Zeyt‘un, Marala, etc. [HAB 1: 681b; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 58-59]. 
eETYM From PIE 2.sg.pers.pron. *tuH ‘thou’: Skt. t, vám, Gr. ot, Dor. có, Hom. 
also zuvn, Lac. tovvn, acc. o£, gen. géo, ocio, Lat. tii, Goth. pu, Lith. tu, OCS ty, etc., 
see Hübschmann 1883: 28, 40; 1897: 440; HAB 1: 681 with references. The d- in du 
‘you’, anaphoric da (mostly enclitic) and demonstrative ay-d (= accented *di- + 
*to-) instead of t‘- has been explained by the unaccented position; cf. the Germanic 
and Celtic parallels (Meillet 1908-09a: 91-93; 1936: 33-34, 92; cf. 1962: 295 = 
1978: 295; AéatLiak 2, 1954: 44; Jahukyan 1982: 147; 1987: 197; cf. Hübschmann 
1897: 440). 

It has been assumed that du-k' substituted *ju-k‘ (from PIE *iuH-: Skt. yüyam, 
Lith. jüs, Goth. jūs, etc.), and jez represents *jeji < *jeji < *ieg"i- through 
assimilation, see Meillet 1920: 251; AéafLiak 2, 1954: 56-57; Jahukyan 1967: 
264;1982: 147; 1987: 173; Schmitt 1981: 117; Ravnas 1991: 65, 65,; cf. Godel 
1975: 110; for du-k‘, see also O. Haas 1940: 98; Stempel 1994: 15. For a discussion 
see also Pisani 1950: 180-181; Pokorny 1959: 513; Winter 1965: 113-114; Stempel 
1994: 15-16; Alabekyan 1998: 72. However, the development *- > Arm. j- is 
disputed (see 2.1.6), thus one may alternatively posit *yeji > *jeji > jez. 

On ADIPI jen-j, see s.v. mek‘ ‘we’. 

One may wonder whether the by-form du-n (attested in Timothy Aelurus and 
present in a considerable number of dialects) can be compared to Gr. zuvn, etc. 


durn, GDSg dran, AblSg i dran-e, ISg dram-b; Npl drun-k', APl drun-s, LocPl i 
drun-s, GDPI dran-c‘, AbIPI i dran-c‘, IPl dram-b-k 5; plur. dur-k*, acc. dur-s, gen.- 
dat. dr-a-c', abl. i dr-a-c', instr. dr-a-w-k' (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 407-410) ‘door; palace’ (Bible+), ‘pass’ (Eli$e, Movses 
Xorenac‘i, etc.), ‘retinue’ (P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 [1883=1984: 99™'], Etišē, etc.); i 
dur-s ‘outside’ (Bible+); dr-and(-i) ‘space before a door, porch; threshold’ (see s.v. 
*and- ‘door-frame; threshold, vestibule’); drac‘-i (based on GDPI dr-a-c ^), ea-stem: 
GDSg drac ‘w-o-y, GDPI drac 'e-a-c' ‘neighbour’ (Bible); dran-ik, GDPI drank-a- 
c‘ ‘palace guardian’ in Movsös Xorenac‘i 3.37, 1913=1991: 303"' (cf. Bediryan 
1962: 141-142); droyl “yard-keeper’ (Basil of Caesarea); a number of compounds 
with dfn(-a)- or dr- as the first member, or -durn as the second member. 
eDIAL The form durn, mostly with loss of the final nasal (except for Larabal, Goris, 
Samaxi), is ubiquitous in the dialects; dur-s is widespread [HAB 1: 685-686]. A 
frozen pl. durk‘ ‘door’ has been preserved in Agulis [Aéarean 1935: 347; M. 
Zak'aryan 2008: 89], Metri [Alayan 1954: 267b], Karéewan [H. Muradyan 1960: 
192a], Kak‘avaberd [H. Muradyan 1967: 107, 112, 169b, 211"'']; also as the first 
member of compounds, dark -á- (e.g. in Karéewan, see H. Muradyan 1960: 212b). 
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Some plural forms represent a dual dr-vi (also MidArm., see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 
181b), referring to the two leaves of a door, e.g. Hamšen třvi (ArtaSes Ek'suzean p.c. 
apud Acaryan 1947: 86), Svedia torva [Hananyan 1995: 72], Akn drvi (attested e.g. 
in a lullaby, see Canikean 1895: 408.5; R. Grigoryan 1970: 53""”), etc. Interesting is 
the paradigm of Svedia: NSg out, AccSg z-taur, GDSg trun, NPI trva (Andreasyan 
1967: 56); according to Aéaryan 2003: 464: NSg d ‘or, GDSg d Ton, ISg d'Tn-um. 

Mus drverk‘ ‘the threshold with the yard and surroundings’ [Acarean 1913: 288b] 
comprises not only the original dual *-u-, but also coll.-pl. -er and -&*. 
eETYM Since long (Acoluthus 1680, Awetik'ean 1815, etc., see HAB 1: 685b), 
connected with cognate forms of the PIE word for ‘door’, *d'u(o)r-: Skt. dvar- f., 
NADu dvara, dvárau, AP] dúras ‘door, gate, the two leaves of a door’, dvara- n. 
‘id.’, dvari- f. (with aberrant d-), YAv. duuar- ‘gate’, MPers. NPers. dar, Parth. bar 
‘door’ (Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 764-765), Gr. vipa, Ion. don f. ‘door, door- 
leaf’, mostly in. pl. ‘double or folding doors’, NPI paa f. ‘door’, Lat. foris f. ‘door, 
gate’, pl. fores ‘the two leaves of a door, entrance’, foras adv. ‘out of doors, abroad, 
forth, out’, forum, T n. ‘forum, open square, market, court of justice’, forus, T m. 
‘gangway in a ship, row of benches erected for spectators at games’ < *d'uor- 
(Schrijver 1991: 471-472), Olr. dorus ‘gateway, doorway’, Welsh dor ‘door’ « 
*d'u(o)r-eh z, Goth. daur ‘gate’, OEngl. door ‘door, gate, pas’ < *d'ur-om, Lith. NPI 
f. durys, dial. dures, Latv. NPI f. durvis, OCS dvore, NPI dvori ‘door’, dvor» 'court- 
yard’, Alb. dere f. ‘door’ (Demiraj 1997: 129-130), Toch. B twere ‘door’ < *d"uor-o- 
(Adams 1999: 323-324), Hitt. andurza ‘inside, indoors’ prob. from *h,(e)n-d"ur-s 
‘indoors’ (Kloekhorst 2008: 188); see Hübschmann 1877: 24; 1883: 28; 1897: 440; 
HAB 1: 684-685; Pokorny 1959: 278-279; Frisk 1: 695-696; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
168-169. 

The forms dur-k‘, dr-a-w-k' show that the nasal of durn is an original singulative, 
and the form cannot go back to an old n-stem; durn reflects PIE acc. *d"ür-m 
(Schmitt 1981: 199; Kortlandt 1985b: 9; 1985: 19, 23 — 2003: 57, 63, 67; Beekes 
2003: 166) or *d"uor-m (Viredaz 2001-02: 25), the -n was spread throughout the 
paradigm (see HAB 1: 684-685 with a discussion and literature; Meillet 1936: 84, 
93; AtarLiak 3, 1957: 414; Ravnzs 1991: 101; E. Mkrté‘yan 1992: 71-72). 

As is suggested by Hübschmann (1894: 115; see also O. Haas 1940: 98), Arm. 
dur-k', as Skt. dvarau, may go back to the old dual. For different views, see 
SaradZeva 1986: 225; Olsen 1999: 129-130. It is tempting to compare MidArm. and 
dial. dual *dr-u-i with Skt. dvarau. PArm. *dur-a- appears only in plural and points 
to fem.pl. *d’ur-ehy, cf. Gr. fem. dog, Vöpn, pl. Yüpaı, etc. (see Frisk ibid.; Beekes 
2003: 174). 

The hapax droyl “yard-keeper’ has been interpreted as a derivative of dur- ‘door, 
yard’ with *-tel-, *d"uro-tel- (Alayan 1974: 62; Jahukyan 1987: 120, 163, 240; 1994: 
15-16; 1998: 29-30). 


dustr, GDSg dster, NPI dster-k', GDPI dster-c‘ or dster-a-c', IPl dster-aw-k‘ 
*daughter' (Bible+). 
eDIAL In almost every dialect replaced by af-ik ‘girl’. Preserved only in Suc'ava: 
d'ustra, GSg d 'asder, or d'rusd, GSg d ‘arasder ‘daughter’ [HAB 1: 686b]. 
eETYM Since Klaproth (1831: 105b), equated with the PIE word for ‘daughter’: Skt. 
duhitár-, Gr. Voyarnp f., Lith. dukte f., etc.; NSg *d'ugh „ter > PArm. *dust(i)r, NPI 


durgn 245 


*d'ugh>ter-es > dster-k‘ [Hübschmann 1897: 440; HAB 1: 686]. For the declension, 
see also s.v. k'oyr ‘sister’. For the laryngeal loss, see Hamp 1970; Matzinger 1997: 
11; Olsen 1999: 148, 148250; see also 2.1.20. For the problem of -st-, see 2.1.22.12. 


durgn, GDSg drgan (Bible), MidArm. AblSg i drgan-e ‘potter’s wheel’. 

In the late medieval dictionary Bargirk' hayoc‘ one finds drgan glossed as brti 
é‘arx “potter’s wheel” (Amalyan 1975: 82"?"*: MijHayBar 1, 1987: 184a), formally 
identical with the genitive of durgn (cf. Amalyan 1975: 362274). 
eDIAL According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 687b), Ganjak turg perhaps belongs here, 
although its exact meaning is not known. It occurs in Mamikonean 1895: 80, where 
it is told that the channel (aru) turned the water-mill, then sur er talis ankana u turga 
banec ‘not p ‘Frana u caxarako “turned the ankan and p ran which makes the turg 
work, and the caxarak (‘spinning-wheel’)”. The word ankan is here identified with 
the meaning ‘mortar’ [HAB 1: 197]. Or else, it denotes a kind of spinning implement 
or a part of it, probably derived from ank- ‘to fall, etc.; to spin, weave' (q.v.) with the 
“instrument-suffix’ -an, cf. top -an ‘beetle for beating clothes’ from top em ‘to beat’ 
(q.v.), as well p r-an which appears in the same sentence we are discussing. The 
latter in Larabat means ‘scraper’ (= Srnc‘an, faraltax, see Acarean 1913: 1086b). 
Also turg probably denotes a kind of turning implement. 

To this Aéaryan does not add any other dialectal evidence. 

Now the word is found in extreme NW and SW. Xotorjur has durg ‘the main tool 
of a potter’ (see Yu&amXotorj 1964: 442a, with the names of its parts). C‘olak‘ean 
(1986: 200a) glosses ClArm. durgn by K‘esab dörg, not specifying the meaning. 

The word is probably found also in Ararat, darg, see Ananyan 1984: 353”. 
eETYM Related with Gr. zpoxös m. ‘wheel; potter’s wheel’ and Olr. droch ‘wheel’, 
cf. also Gr. tpéyæœ ‘to run’, Arm. darj-, darnam ‘to turn’, etc. [NHB 1: 156b (s.v. 
aniw); Hübschmann 1897: 440; HAB 1: 687; van Windekens 1986: 222]. Arm. 
durgn is formally problematic. In order to explain it, a form with lengthened grade 
has been assumed, with a subsequent metathesis: *d"rög'- > *drug- > *durg- 
(Hübschmann; HAB; Makaev 1974: 57). However, such a metathesis is difficult to 
explain [Meillet 1894: 155]. *dru- > *dur- is not probable for Armenian. One would 
rather expect *dru- > *(V)rdu-. To avoid this problem, Hamp (1982a: 145-146; 
1983b: 65) reconstructs nom. *d'rog-s > *Vrdu, acc. *d'rog"m > *Vrdogn > 
*Vrdugn (analogically after the vocalism of the nominative), gen. *d'rg"-os > 
*darg-, assuming that a subsequent metathesis of ru > ur “would have both 
preserved the parallelism of *darg- and avoided the paradigmatic anomaly of 
metathesis of initial *dr-". 

The best option seems to be the *d'örg"-, see Clackson 1994: 20963; cf. also 
Jahukyan (1987: 120, 253-254), who hesitantly tries *d'org"- and *d'rg"-. For the 
vocalic problem and the “Gutturalwechsel” in the context of the obvious parallel of 
burgn ‘tower’ : *berj ‘high’, barnam ‘to lift’, see Eichner 1978: 14719; de 
Lamberterie 1980; Clackson 1994: 20963, 226146, 233273; Olsen 1999: 950-951, 954- 
955. The word is considered an extended grade form from an earlier root noun (see 
Eichner 1978: 14719; Clackson 1994: 20963). Trying to reconcile this view with that 
of Hamp, one may treat the word as a consonant stem of HD declension, of the type 
*ker-d ‘heart’, GSg *kr-ed-s (see Beekes 1995: 190). Thus: NSg *d'ör-g", GSg *d"r- 
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og'-s. The nominative is seen in Arm. *durg-, whereas Greek and Celtic have 
generalized the oblique stem. 

Starostin (1985: 85-86) compares PNCauc *tirungV- ‘spindle’ (cf. Dargin durug 
‘spindle’, PLezg. *tinug ‘axis of a spindle’, Abxaz a-darda, etc.) with PIE *te/ork- 
‘to turn’ (cf. Skt. tarku- ‘spindle’ from tark- ‘to turn, to move to and fro’, Lat. 
torquere ‘to turn, twist; to spin, whirl; to wind (round)’, Hitt. tarku- ‘to turn oneself; 
to dance’, etc.). I wonder if the Caucasian is rather related with PIE *d"örg"/*d"rog"- 
*wheel'?'. Nikolaev (1985: 72) considers Gr. &tpaxtoc m. (f) ‘spindle’ and Skt. 
tarku- ‘spindle’ as borrowed from the same Caucasian word. 

Arm. burgn (GSg brgan) ‘tower; pyramis’ (Bible+) is compared with Gr. zópyoc 
m. (also püpxog) ‘tower’ (NHB and Petermann; see HAB 1: 488b). Adonc‘ (1938: 
465 = 1972: 389-390) compares Arm. burgn with Urart. burgana ‘fortress’ and 
assumes a word of “asianic” origin that has been penetrated into the Mediterranean 
area. On the other hand, Arm. burgn is considered as borrowed from Aram. bürgä 
*tower', see Hübschmann 1897: 392-393 (with reservation); HAB 1: 488. In view of 
the final -n, Jahukyan (1985a: 366; 1987: 430-432 and espec. 432,3, 466 /with 
reservation/; 1988: 141, 141,4, 141.5) prefers tracing burgn to Urart. burgana 
‘fortress’; see also D’jakonov 1983: 165. Diakonoff (1971: 84g) also mentions Udi 
buruh, bury ‘Berg’. Further, compared with Caucasian languages: Inkhoqwari bey 
‘stable’, Akhwakh boryo ‘shed’, Karata beywa ‘shed’, Abkhaz a-ba < *baya 
‘fortress’, Kab. baq ‘shed’ [Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 18]. I wonder, however, 
whether these words are not in a way related with Arm. bak ‘yard; shed’, Georg. 
bak’i ‘hedged stable; yard’, Laz baki, Svan bog ‘stable’ (see HAB 1: 390-391), 
and/or with Georgian-Zan *baga- 'sheep-pen, goat-pen, crib’ (on which see Klimov 
1998: 6, with no relatives outside Kartvelian). 

In an additional note, Diakonoff and Starostin (1986: 9 ) point out that Urart. 
burg-ana means rather 'pillar, column', and the comparison with the above- 
mentioned Caucasian forms cannot be upheld. 

However, the opposite direction of the borrowing is possible too. As we have 
seen, burgn is related with *bar(j)-nam exactly as durgn with *dar(j)-nam. The 
strange vocalism of burgn is comparable with the irregular -u- in Gr. zópyoc and 
gúpkoç ‘tower’ (see also Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 744-745 = 1995, 1: 648). 
These circumstances suggest that we may be dealing with a “Wanderwort’ ultimately 
of IE origin; the Armenian, Greek, and Near Eastern forms may reflect an IE centum 
form (perhaps back loans from indigenous Mediterranean and/or European 
languages). The Armenian origin of Urart. burgana cannot be excluded (cf. also 
Diakonoff 1985: 602-603). 


ADD3 
9 


5! The Caucasian reconstruction looks suspicious. If Dargin durug ‘spindle’ is not related with 
the other Caucasian forms, one might treat it as an Armenian loan. Note that Arm. dial. turg, 
possibly meaning 'spinning-wheel' or the like, is represented in Ganjak (Kirovabad), 
geographically close to East Caucasian languages of Dagestan. 
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ezn, GDSg ezin, NPI ezin-k', APl ezin-s, GDPl ezan-c‘, IPl ezam-b-k‘ ‘bullock, ox’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Traces of the final -n are seen in Larabal, etc. 
yezna, Agulis izna, Hamsen yiz, gen. ezona, Tiflis yiza, etc. [HAB 2: 6a]. 

Larabat *astucoy ezn ‘Lady-bug’. Names of the Lady-bug usually display a 
feminine connotation (see 3.5.2.1). In this respect, Larabal *astucoy ezn seems 
peculiar. One might suggest that ezn earlier had feminine (or generic) semantics. 
This might be supported by Van, Moks *le/izn ‘female buffalo’ (if my interpretation 
is accepted; see 2.1.7) and by the etymology (see below). 

It has been assumed that Hamsen zzni is a dual form, ‘a pair of bullocks’ (ArtaSes 
Ek‘suzean, apud Aéatyan 1947: 86). 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde, Müller, etc.; see HAB 2: 5-6), connected with Skt. 
ahi- f. (vrki-inflection) ‘cow, female of an animal’ (RV), Av. azi- (devi-inflection) 
‘milking (of cows and mares)’; the appurtenance of Olr. ag n. ‘cow, cattle’ (< 
*aó"es-) is uncertain; see Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 156, without the Armenian cognate, 
although it is mentioned in KEWA 1: 68. 

Hübschmann (1899: 47) points out that the Sanskrit word 1s uncertain, and Av. 
azi- is only an epithet of the cow, meaning something like “milchend’. Positive: 
Meillet 1898: 278; HAB 2: 5-6. 

The IE cognates appear to designate a female bovine. For possible dialectal relics 
of the older feminine semantics of ezn, see above. 

The vocalism of the Armenian word does not match that of Celtic; cf. Greppin 
1980: 133; Hamp 1986a: 64,. Olsen (1999: 121) assumes a lengthened grade of the 
root *h;2$ -(V)- > *iz-V- (Eichner's Law) with subsequent dissimilatory umlaut 
*izin- > *ezin-, which is not convincing. In view of the development CHC > Celt. 
CaC and HHC > aC (see Beekes 1988: 93), one may hypothetically assume the 
following original paradagm: nom. "hhg. (> Ilr. and Arm.), obl. *A1;$^- (> 
Celt.). 

Arm. ezn (cf. gen. ezin) may be seen as a frozen accusative *(H)hjeg"-ih-m 
(devr-inflection). 


ezr, r-stem: numerous attestations in the Bible: NomSg ezr, GDSg ezer, AllSg y-ezr, 
LocSg y-ezer, IPI ezer-b, API ezer-s [Astuacaturean 1895: 422ab]; note also IPI. 
ezer-a-w-k' in Gregory of Nyssa and Vardan Arewelc‘i, ezer-o-v-k' in Sargis 
Snorhali Vardapet, which point to a- and o-stems, respectively; ‘edge (of cloth, 
ravine, city, sea, river, etc.)’. 

That ezr refers to various (watery and non-watery) objects can be seen from the 
attestations in the Bible (see Astuacaturean, ibid.). In Movsés Xorenac‘i, it mostly 
(but not always) has “watery” semantics: 1.16 (1913=1991: 51°"; transl. Thomson 
1978: 99): y-ezr covakin alwoy; <...> ar ezerb covun “at the edge of the salt lake. 
On the shore of the lake <...>”, also y-ezr covun (51'"°), zezerb covakin (53''?); in 
1.12 (396 and 42'**; transl. 90 and 92): ar ezerb getoyn “on the bank of the river"; 
in 2.50 (178"'’): y-ezr getoy “to the river-shore”; 3.59 (338.5; transl. 332): zezerb 
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morin : “along the edge of the marsh"; 3.32 (296.95: ar ezerb p 'osoyn “by the edge 
of the ditch". 

In 2.8 of the same author (114-9, 115^; transl. 141), ezr refers both to the edge 
of the world and to the sea-shore. Note also the compound cov-ezer-eayk' “those 
who dwelt by the see" (2.53: 182-5; transl. 195). Referring to ‘plain’: ar <...> 
ezerök‘ dastin : “at <...> edges of the plain" (1.12: 39P^). 

In Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) 3.81 (1904-1985: 14855; transl. Thomson 1991: 
208): yezer helelatin "at the edge of the ravine" (for the full passage, see s.v. art 
*cornfield"). 
eDIAL Preserved in several dialects. In some of them, with metathesis: Marala, 
Salmas yerz, Ararat yerza [HAB 2: 6b]. Both watery and non-watery aspects are seen 
in the derivatives (see Acarean 1913: 292a; HAB 2: 6-7). 

In a folk-prayer from Mu&/Bulanox (S. Movsisyan 1972: 55a, 130a"), h’ezr 
refers to the edge of the world (asxark /axsark ^). 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1854: 35/95, connected with Lith. eziä 
*boundary(-strip)', etc. [Meillet 1898: 282; Hübschmann 1899: 47; HAB 2: 6b; 
Beekes 2003: 181]. The BSI. forms derive from *hjeg"- ‘balk, border’: Lith. ezé 
‘border, frontier’, Latv. eža ‘boundary(-strip)’, Russ. éz, ORuss. éze ‘fish weir’, 
Czech jez ‘mill-pond, dam, weir, dike’, SCr. jaz ‘drain (at a dam or weir), mill-pond, 
dike’, etc. 

Beekes (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 343b) considers the connection between BSI. 
*h eg"-er- (not mentioning Arm. ezr) and Lith. ezid, etc. uncertain. There seems to 
be no solid ground for this opinion. Meanings such as ‘mill-pond’, ‘drain, canal’ and 
‘brook’ form a semantic link between *jéz-/jez- ‘dam, weir’ and *jezero ‘lake’. 
Besides, the Armenian word is an intermediary form, since it is semantically 
identical with Lith. ezia, but formally closer to Lith. ézeras ‘lake’, OCS jezero n. 
‘lake’, etc. [Pokorny 1959: 291-292; Toporov, PrJaz [1], 1975: 131-133; 
EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 33-34, 59-60; Saradzeva 1986: 26-27; Jahukyan 1987: 
163; Olsen 1999: 146-147; Derksen 2002: 10-11; Blazek 2003: 246-247]. 

The connection with the Greek mythological river Ay&pwv seems very uncertain 
[Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 343b]. The basic meaning of Arm. ezr must 
have been ‘edge of lake, river, etc.’. 

Alternatively, Arm. ezr has been connected with Germ. edara- ‘edge’, etc. 
[Normier 1980: 19; Viredaz 2005: 85]. It has been assumed that the regular outcome 
of the intervocalic *-d"- is Arm. -z- (see Normier 1980: 19; Olsen 1999: 782; 
Viredaz 2005: 85). Some of the examples (suzanem, eluzanem) are better explained 
from the sigmatic aorist (see Kortlandt 2003: 80-81, 115; see also Viredaz 2005: 
855); on awaz ‘sand’, see s.v. Besides, as Rémy Viredaz points out to me (p.c.), the 
German match of Arm. ezr is semantically inadequate (the German word originally 
meant ‘plank’, see Kluge/Seebold 1989, s.v. Etter). 

I conclude that there is no serious reason to abandon the traditional etymology. 
PArm. pl. *ezer-a- (cf. IPl. ezer-a-w-k ^) possibly points to neuter pl. in *-/;. 


elanem, 3sg.aor. el, 3pl.aor. el-in, imper. el, pl. elek‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 423-431) *to come/go out; to rise, ascend, mount; to go forward 
or before, advance; to emanate, proceed, originate’ (Bible+); caus. *eluzanem, 
unattested in the classical language, but note the compound mard-eloyz ‘man- 
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kidnapper’ in 1 Timothy 1.10 (GDPI mardeluz-a-c‘) and Grigor Narekac‘i, y-el/fuz- 
ak, a-stem: GDPI -a-c‘ ‘robber’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i, etc.); the meaning ‘to extract, 
produce, make come up (of plants)’ (cf. Dionysius Thrax) is seen in eluz-umn 
‘shoot, sprout’ (NPI eluzmunk‘ in Book of Chries); and-eluzanem ‘to discover, make 
come out’ (T‘ovmay Arcruni), ‘to fasten or join together, bind together’ (Bible+); 
caus. eluc‘anem ‘to make ascend’ (Plato); el, i-stem: GDPI el-i-c‘ ‘egress, departure; 
ascent, advancement, course; issue; end’ (Bible+); elust, gen.-dat. elst-ean ‘egress, 
the going out, ascent, growing of plants’ (Philo, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.). 
eDIAL The verb is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 9b]. 
eETYM Compared to Gr. levoouaı ‘to come, go’, Er-nAvg ‘immigrated, foreigner’, 
etc. (HAB 2: 8-9 with lit.; Pokorny 1959: 306). However, the derivation of Arm. 
eluz- from *h ‚leu-g"- or *h ‚leud"- or sigm. aor. *h jleud'-s- is uncertain, and, on the 
whole, the etymology is doubtful (Ravnæs 1991: 19; Clackson 1994: 20613; Olsen 
1999: 89189; cf. also Hübschmann 1897: 441). For an etymological and 
morphological discussion and for the problem of the laryngeal (cf. 2.1.17.1), see 
Pedersen 1906: 424-425 = 1982: 202-203; Beekes 1969: 289; Jasanoff 1979: 144; 
Weitenberg 1980: 211; Normier 1980: 19; Greppin 1981: 134-136; 1986: 287; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 263; Kortlandt 1987: 62; 1987a: 51; 1994: 29; 1996: 41; 1999: 
47-48; 2001: 12 = 2003: 76, 80, 105, 115, 129, 132; Ravnzes 1991: 19; Olsen 1999: 
763-764; Viredaz 2001-02a: 5, 554; Beekes 2003: 185. 

The comparison with Lat. amb-ulö ‘to go about, take a walk’, etc. (see HAB 2: 
9a) is untenable; cf. Schrijver 1991: 40, 400. 


ek-, suppl. aor. of gam ‘to come’: 1sg. eki, 2sg. ekir, 3sg. ekn, 3pl. ekin, etc., imper. 
ek, ekay-k' (Bible+); ek, a-stem: GDSg ek-i, GDPI ek-a-c‘ (Bible), IP] ek-a-w-k‘ 
(Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.10) ‘stranger, proselyte’ (Bible+); i-stem: GDPI ek-i-c‘ (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i) ‘advent, the coming’ (P‘awstos Buzand, Lazar P'arpec'i, Philo, Anania 
Sirakac‘i, etc.); ek-k* ‘event’ (Philo+), ‘income’ (Paterica). 

The verb is widely represented in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 309-316). Two 
textual illustrations of the noun ek, a-stem ‘stranger, proselyte’ from Movsés 
Xorenac‘i: 1.10 (1913=1991: 33°"; transl. Thomson 1978: 85) ew aylovk‘ 
andocnok' ew ekok' “and [with] other domestic servants and the outsiders”. 1.3 
(125 Thomson 1978: 70): óv ok‘ i c 'elic's oroseloc‘ antani ew merazneay, ew óyk' 
omank' ekk‘ antanec 'ealk' ew meraznac 'ealk' : “which of the various tribes are 
indigenous and native and which are of foreign origin but naturalized”. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 12a]. Some dialects have preserved the 
archaic paradigm, e.g. Larabat aor. yéke, yéker, yéka < eki, ekir, ekn, imper. yek < ek, 
etc. 
eETYM From PIE *e"em-: Skt. gam-, pres. gácchati, aor. ágamam, agan ‘to move, 
go, come’, OAv. 3.sg.aor. jan ‘to go, come’, gata-‘gone, come’, pres. jasaiti (ja-s-a 
instead of *ga-s-a- < PIE *e"m-ske/o- with secondary j- from the aorist) ‘to go’, Gr. 
Baivo ‘to go’, Lat. venio ‘to come’ < PLat. *vemio, Goth. giman ‘to come’, etc., see 
Hübschmann 1897: 441; HAB 2: 11-12; Pokorny 1959: 464; for the Greek and Indo- 
Iranian forms, see Frisk 1: 208-210, 279; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 465-466; 
Cheung 2007: 93-94, 98-101. 

Arm. 3.sg. aor. ekn reflects the original root aorist PIE *h,e-g”em-t, cf. Skt. ágan, 
with g- analogically after the present. Other cognate forms are based on *g"e/i;- (on 
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which see below), cf. aor. Ved. d-gat, Gr. &-ßn. The Armenian aorist augment e- had 
spread throughout the paradigm and became a part of the root”. For the suppletive 
paradigm gam vs. aor. ek-i and an etymological discussion, see Pedersen 1905: 212- 
213, 212, = 1982: 74-75, 74;; Meillet 1913: 105; 1936: 57, 125, 134-135; 
Laragyulyan 1961: 162-163; E. Tumanjan 1971: 395-396; Godel 1975: 53, 114; 
Schmitt 1981: 155-156; Jahukyan 1982: 188-189; Kortlandt 1981: 31; 1987a: 49-51; 
1995; 1996: 40; 1999: 48 = 2003: 36, 79-81, 107-109, 114, 129; Klingenschmitt 
1982: 86, 95, 263; Lindeman 1986; Barton 1989: 1463s, 14945; Clackson 1994: 56; 
Beekes 2003: 181. On of the noun ek, a-stem 'stranger, proselyte’, see Olsen 1999: 
62. 

It has been assumed that Arm. ka- ‘to stay, stop, rest, stand, dwell" belongs here 
too and reflects *g”eh>- (cf. above), with an original meaning ‘to step, put the foot, 
arrive, establish oneself", cf. Skt. ga-: pres. jigäti, aor. agät, perf.opt. jagayat ‘to put 
down the foot (while going), step, stride’, Gr. f/rflac ‘going on, continuing’, &ßnv ‘to 
get ready to go’, Piua n. ‘step, rostrum’, Bouog m. ‘raised platform, stand, base (of a 
statue), altar’ (for the semantic development, see Beekes 1969: 290), Lith. dial. góti 
‘to go’, at-goti ‘to arrive’, etc., see Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 15; Pedersen 1906: 
481 = 1982: 259; Pokorny 1959: 463; Godel 1965: 23, 35, 37; 1975: 124; Alabekyan 
1979: 101; Klingenschmitt 1982: 85, 87-89; Jahukyan 1982: 175-176; 1990: 65 with 
hesitation; Olsen 1999: 295; for the forms, see also Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 482. 

Acafyan (HAB 2: 504-505) does not accept this etymology of ka-m and leaves 
the origin of the word open”. Schmitt 1981: 202 takes kam as an etymologically 
unclear word. Nevertheless, the etymology is quite attractive. The present kam and 
aorist ka-c' reflect QIE *g”eh>-mi (athematic present) and  *g"eh;-ske-," 
respectively, and the deverbative noun kay, i-stem ‘standing place, station, site’ 
clearly derives from *g"h>-ti- (cf. Olsen 1989: 222; 1999: 783); cf. Gr. Baoic ‘step, 
base’, Skt. gáti-, Goth. qumps from *g"m-ti- (see e.g. Rix 1992: 89, 146). 

For a discussion of the PIE verbs *e"em- and *g"eh;- and the meaning ‘to step, 
put the foot, arrive, establish oneself’, see Lubotsky 2001b. 


*e(h/y)am or *i(h/y)am ‘to go’. 
eDIAL Akn, Van, Tiflis chal, Partizak iyal (see also Tér-Yakobean 1960: 498), 
Aslanbek, Byut‘ania, K‘H, Moks ial ‘to go’ [Acarean 1898: 32a, 35a; 1913: 396a; 
HAB 2: 54a]. For numerous textual illustrations from Aslanbek, see Acarean 1898: 
85ab, 87a. Partizak iyank' ‘may we go’, k-iyas ‘you are going’ [Ter-Yakobean 1960: 
965, 41517]. 

It seems that Moks has *ya-. In folklore-texts from Orbeli 2002 one finds the 
following forms: inf. yäl (123N"*), yg (66, 78"), pres. yä (93"'); subjunctive 
present: Isg yäm (937, 95", 96117, 991°), 2sg yas (97°, 98"), 3sg yä (55-7, 
58^, 6317, 64-7, 8017), Ipl yánk' (58-^, 62"'*, 66°, 681, 701°, 86^), 3pl yän 
(864, 95-5); subjunctive past: 1sg yäm (74), 3sg yer [from *yayr] (66-9, 93"), 


5? One wonders whether Arm. dial. *eku(-) is archaic and reflects *g"om- or zero-grade *g"m- 
with a labial effect of *-g"- (cf. Alabekyan 1979: 101-102). 
53 In HAB 2: 12a, s.v. ek- ‘to come’, Acatyan notes Arm. imper. plur. e-kay-k‘ as reflecting 
*oW 

9 ehr. 
*' Formally, aor. ka-c - can also go back to *g"m-sk- with loss of the nasal before *-sk- > -c -. 
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3pl yon [*vayin] (62''°); with particles: lsg to-yüm GST. 60", 681, deg 
97. ', 1200), 2sg ta-yds (68, 7511, 961°), ko-yäs (74-5), 3sg ko-yä (86^), 
t‘ax-yd ss" 2. 3pl to-yán (86.5); pres.: 3sg ko-yä (86.5), 1pl ka-yünk? GI 3pl 
ko-yän (Gil 67.5); neg. Leg &‘o-yäm (77°). 

With particles (especially with £'2x ‘let’ and neg. d'al one often finds forms with 
a vowel -i-: tox-iyä Gel, 3sg k-iyä (91°, 93H14, 12740, 3pl k-iyan (95''°), 
lsg c'am iyä, 2sg C‘as íyä (81, lines -6 and -8, cf. 1sg ¢‘am ért‘a, in line -13), 3sg 
č“-iyä (127%). These forms cannot be used as evidence for the form Sol since 
this -i- hardly belongs to the verbal stem. Thus, the verb in Moks is *ya- rather than 
*i(y)a-. 

In Moks, the synonymous verb ert om is often used in the same texts next to *ya-, 
sometimes even in the same or neighbouring sentences, e.g. 56"! (3sg t‘ax-ert‘a ‘let 
him go’ vs. t 2x-iyd ‘id.’ in the same sentence); 57 (1pl k-ert ont? vs. ka-yánk ? 
in the same sentence); 67"? (3pl k-ert‘an in line 4 vs. ko-yän in line 8); 81%"? (1sg 
Cam Iyä vs. C am ért'a), etc. 

Neither ert‘-, nor *ya- are used to make aorist in Moks; gam ‘to come’ (in the 
dialect: ‘to go’; see s.v.) is used instead; e.g., in a tale (op. cit. 70, lines 2, 13, 15), 
one finds 3pl.pres. k-ert ‘an and 1pl.subj. yank” vs. 3pl.aor. K'ác ‘in. 

Aéaryan (1898: 35a) points out that Aslanbek ial is pronounced as ihal or iyal 
which resulted from the combination of two vowels. He suggests, thus, a 
hiatus-glide, on which see 2.1.32. 

T‘iflis ehal ‘to go’ is attested in the work of the 18"-century famous poet 
Sayat‘-Nova, who spoke and wrote in the dialect of T‘iflis (see K*oc'oyan 1963: 
71). The form suggests *eham, cf. erkat‘ ‘iron’ > T‘iflis Erkat‘, eraz ‘dream’ > éraz 
(see Acarean 1911: 53). 

I conclude that the verb appears in the following basic forms: *e(h/y)am, 
*i(h/y)am, *yam. The -h/y- is a hiatus-glide. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 54a) places the word s.v. ert‘am ‘to go’. Earlier, he did the 
same in his study on the dialect of Aslanbek (1898: 32a, 35a; see also Vaux 2001: 
51, 61,11, 6393). Tomson (1890: 33, $ 61.1) cites T'iflis k-eham ‘I shall go’ as 
belonging to ert‘am. 

On the other hand, Acaryan (HAB 2: 54a; see also 1913: 396a) mentions 
the etymology suggested by Tervisean 1887: 91,, linking *ial with Skt. éti ‘to go’, 
etc., but does not specify his opinion. Elsewhere (HAB 4: 12b), he, albeit with a 
question mark, mentions ert ol > ehal as a parallel for partez ‘garden’ > pahez. The 
development -rt‘- > -h or zero is uncertain, however (pahez may be a back-loan, see 
1.10). 

The etymology of Tervisyan deserves more attention. This dialectal word may be 
derived from PIE *hjei- ‘to go’: Skt. éti ‘to go’, Gk. ef ‘to go’, Lith. eiti ‘to go’, 
etc. See s.v. ët, ijanem ‘to go down’. Note also PIE *hji-eh;- (derived from *hjei-): 
Skt. yä- ‘to drive (fast), speed’, 3sg.act. yati (RV+), 3sg.med. iyate, Lith. jóti ‘to 
drive, to go’, ToA ya- ‘to go, to travel’, etc. Armenian, as Sanskrit and Baltic, shows 
reflexes of both *h,ei- (T‘iflis ehal, etc.) and *(h;)i-eh;- ( Moks *yal). The former is 
probably represented in two variants: *e-am from *h;ei-ehz- > *e(i)ami (with loss of 
intervovalic *-i-, see, e.g., s.v. erek‘ ‘three’); *i-am from *e-am < *h;ei-, with a 
regular change of unstressed e (« *ei) to i. 
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I conclude that Tervisyan’s etymology is worth of consideration, and Armenian 
may have preserved both *hjei- and "(hj)i-eh;- (cf. Skt. éti vs. yáti), although, 
admittedly, one needs further philological evidence for the establishing and precise 
reconstruction of the Armenian by-forms. 


elbayr, GSg eibawr, NPI efbar-k‘, GDP etbar-c‘, etc. ‘brother’ (Bible). 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Practically all the dialect forms (not just many, as 
is put in Viredaz 2003: 76) go back to *albayr, with initial a-. To the forms recorded 
in HAB 2: 16b (and Greppin 1981: 138) we can now add Dersim axp/bar, a(f)bar, 
Mirak‘ atbär [Batramyan 1960: 78a], Malat‘ia om or [Danielyan 1967: 190a], 
Svedia axb'ar [Aéatyan 2003: 565]. Beekes (2003: 143) notes that “Class. efbayr 
stands against axpar of all modern dialects”. In reality, not all the dialects have 
axpar, but all the dialectal forms can be derived from *atbayr (see also Greppin 
1981: 138; Clackson 2004-05: 157). 

The form *albayr (atbayr, albar, atbér) is attested since the 12" century in 
MidArm. sources [HAB 2: 16b], as well as since 11” century in colophons and 
inscriptions [S. A. Avagyan 1973: 103-104; H. Muradyan 1982: 127]. 

The only dialect representing the form efbayr, with the initial e-, is Zeyt‘un: 
exb ‘dy (cf. also Maraš exper [Galustean 1934: 377]), vs. Hacon axb ‘ay, GSg axb ‘ey 
[HAB 2: 16b; Acaryan 2003: 39, 80, 307]. This e- of the Zeyt‘un/Maras form seems 
to be secondary (see 2.1.17.4 for the prothetic vowel). 
eETYM Since Petermann, derived with the PIE word for ‘brother’ with regular 
metathesis, dissimilation r...r > /...r (2.1.24.2) and subsequent addition of prothetic 
e- before 7 : Skt. bhratar-, Lat. fräter ‘brother’, Gr. øpåtņp ‘member of a 
brotherhood’, etc., [Hübschmann 1897: 441-442; HAB 2: 16a]. Nom. *b"reh;ter > 
eibayr, gen. *b"rehztr-ös > elbawr. 


eleamn, an-stem (GSg eleman, ISg elemamb) ‘hoarfrost’ (Bible+). In “Yalaxapatum” 
and Vardan Arewelc‘i (13" cent), dial. efemn. A meteorological description of 
eleamn (vars. elemn, eleam) is found in Anania Sirakac‘i, 7" cent. (A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1940: 32-^), 
eDIAL Hamsen eim ‘icicle’, Lazax efm-a-kal-el ‘to be covered by hoarfroast [HAB 
2: 17a; Aéatean 1947: 227]; Xotorjur elim ‘hoar-frost’ [YuSamXotorj 1964: 459]. 
Also Dersim yelyam [Batramyan 1960: 78b]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 2: 16-17. Alayan (1980: 142) 
analyzes as *eli-amn, for the formation comparing ayceamn ‘gazelle, roe’ < *ayci- + 
-amn (see s.v. ayc(i) ‘goat’ and 2.3.1). Olsen (1999: 376, 943) mentions it as a word 
of unknown origin, containing the suffix -eamn. 

I propose to compare Arm. *eti- with BSI. *h,iH-ni- ‘hoar-frost, rime’ (cf. Beekes 
apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 287a): Russ. mei, Czech jíní, SCr. inje, Bulg. inej, Lith. 
ynis (dial.), etc. The full grade of the word, namely *h;eiH-ni-, may have yielded 
PArm. *eiani- > *e(i)eni- > *eni-, with assimilation (see 2.1.23) and subsequent loss 
of *-a-. Alternatively, one may assume a zero-grade root: *hjiH-ni- > PArm. 
*ini-àmVn > *(i)liamn (with dissimilation n ... n > 7 ... n, and loss of word-initial 
pretonic i-, see 2.1.33.2) > e-leamn, with a regular prothetic e- before 7. For the 
suffix cf. saramanik' ‘ice’. Thus: *eni-am(a)n > eleamn with nasal dissimilation. 
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ein, NPI eZin-k', GDPI efan-c‘ ‘deer-cow, hind’ (Bible+); efn-ort*, u-stem: GDPI 
einort -u-c‘ (Mxit‘ar Go&, 12-13" cent.) ‘young of the deer, fawn’ (Evagrius of 
Pontus, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.). 

The word renders Gr. éAagoc m. f. ‘deer; deer-cow, doe’ in the Bible (for a textual 
illustration, see Job 39.1, Cox 2006: 249) and Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 
295''°, glossed in 373a). 
eDIAL Goris yétna ‘deer-cow, hind’, bula-yelna ‘stag’ (with bula ‘ox’ from Turkish, 
cf. Acarean 1902: 297) [HAB 2: 22a; Lisic‘yan 1969: 141]; with the diminutive 
suffix -ik, Axalc'xa, Karin efnik, Rodost‘o, Akn einig, Sebastia yelnig ‘deer-cow, 
hind’ [HAB 2: 22a], Goris yetn-ik ‘deer, hind’ [Lisic*yan 1969: 141], Van yetnik and 
Ozim yelneyk adj. ‘young’ [Acatyan 1952: 257]. 

The place-name Yetin axpür < *Elin albiwr, lit. ‘spring of hind’ (Larabal, close to 
the village of Kusapat, see Lisic‘yan 1981: 56b, 59) may be regarded as a relic of the 
classical genitive ein. 

Interesting is also C‘arsanéag *elnar [HAB 2: 22a] = yelnar ‘deer-cow, hind’ 
[Batramyan 1960: 78b]. In a colophon from the same region, Akn (1676 AD), we 
find a female anthroponym Efinar (Canikean 1895: 91; cf. also Einar in a folk-song, 
R. Grigoryan 1970: 817"), which must be identified with the local dialectal yetnar 
*deer-cow, hind’ [AéarAnjn 2, 1944: 118; Jahukyan 1984: 39]. The initial h- of the 
by-form Hetnar [AéarAnjn 3, 1946: 81] seems to be due to influence of Heline. 
Note also Hefnar, a widespread cow-name in Hamšen (see T‘orlak‘yan 1981: 144a). 

The second part of yelnar ‘deer-cow, hind’ is unexplained. I wonder if the word is 
composed of ein and *nar, the latter probably from Persian, cf. gavazn-e-nar with 
gavazn 'fallow deer, doe, elk, stag' (on which see Eilers DeutPersWört 1, 1967: 
462). 
eETYM From PIE ";el-(h;)en-: Gr. £AAóc “deer-calf’ < *Ah;el-no-, £Aaqoc m. f. ‘deer; 
deer-cow, doe’ « *hiel-n-b"o-; cf. also *A;e/ol-Hn-ih;- ‘deer, hind’: OCS jelenv 
‘deer’, alenii ‘doe’, SCr. lane ‘doe’, Russ. lan’ ‘fallow deer, doe’, olén’ ‘deer, stag- 
beetle’, dial. e/én’ ‘deer, stag-beetle’ (for the comparison with Russian, see already 
NHB 1: 656a), Lith. é/nis ‘deer’ (see de Lagarde 1854: 28'”®), MIr. ailit f. ‘doe, 
hind’ < *h,el-(H)n-t-iH- or *h;el-en-t-iH-, Gr. Hesychius évedocg: veßpog “young of 
the deer, fawn’ probably from *el-en-os through metathesis (for the forms and a 
discussion, see EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 19-21; Adams 1985: 273-276; Schrijver 
1995: 78-79; Derksen 2002: 6); see Hiibschmann 1897: 442; HAB 2: 21-22; 
Pokorny 1959: 303; Ravnes 1991: 90; Mallory/Adams 1997: 154b; Olsen 1999: 
142-143. 

The Armenian expected form *elin- < *h;el-(h;)en- became elin, with a dark -H-, 
analogically after the nominative ein (see Meillet 1936: 47, 80), perhaps also a 
theoretical by-form Ze. from *h ‚el-no- (cf. Gr. é4Adc) through the development *-In- 
> Arm. -7-. Further see s.v. analut‘ ‘a kind of deer, hind’. 

The PIE term probably referred to ‘red deer, Rothirsch, Cervus elaphus’ [Mallory 
1982: 211-212, 216-217; Mallory/Adams 1997: 154-155]. 


ettiwr-k‘, eitewr-k* (mostly in pl., acc.-loc. (y-)eitiwr-s), a-stem: GDPI eltiwr-a-c ' 
(John Chrysostom), AbIPI y-eiter-a-c‘ (Sargis Snorhali, 12" cent.) ‘marsh-meadow, 
swamp, moist or irrigated place’, attested also in Isaiah 35.7 (with reading variants 
attiwr, atter-), Gregory of Nyssa, John Chrysostom [NHB 2: 657c; HAB 2: 24b]. 
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Singular e#iwr is glossed in the medieval dictionary Bargirk' hayoc‘ as ‘moist 
place, watered soil, small spring’ [Amalyan 1975: 8876]. 

The oldest attestation is found in Isaiah 35.7: Elic'i anjurn yeltewrs (vars. 
yaltiwrs, yalters) ` kai ý &vvöpog Eotaı eic EAN. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 24-25) rejects all the etymological suggestions and leaves 
the origin of the word open. For a discussion and references, see s.v. oft ‘dirt, filth’. 

The ending -ewr probably points to an old neuter, cf. alewr ‘flour’ vs. Gr. &Acopov 
n., mostly in pl. &Aeopa ‘flour’ (q.v.); afbewr ‘fountain, spring’ vs. Gr. gpéop, -atog 
n. ‘an artificial well; spring; tank, cistern’ (q.v.). I tentatively assume an underlying 
*e/at-o- derived from PIE neuter s-stem *sel-e/os-: Gr. &Aoc n. ‘marsh-meadow, 
swamp’, Skt. sáras- n. ‘lake, pool’, cf. sarasi- f. “Teich, Pfuhl, Sumpf’, etc. (see 
Euler 1979: 213; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 708; Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 
1997: 370b). A theoretical *e/alewr *marsh-meadow' may have been replaced by 
e/altewr based on a form with a dental determanitive, *a/-t- formed as (or 
etymologically identical with) at ‘dirt, filth’ (q.v.). 

Aéatyan (HAB 2: 25a) claims that the doublets e- and a- point to a prothetic 
vowel. If the reading variant altiwr proves reliable, and if my interpretion above is 
accepted, one may explain the alternation e : a in PArm. *el-t- : *al-t- through the 
underlying case forms of the PIE PD neuter paradigm: nom. *sel-os, gen. *sl-es-(0)s 
> *sel- vs. *sl- >> Parm. *el-t-, *al-t-. 

The a-stem in plural of e/attewr ‘marsh-meadow’ and atbewr ‘spring’ (GDPI -a- 
c^) may go back to the neuter plural *-h;, cf. Gr. &Acopa ‘flour’, etc. 


etungn, an-stem: ISg eingam-b (Paterica, spelled as afangamb), NPI eingun-k', API 
eingun-s (Bible), IPI eingam-b-k' in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.8 (1913-1991: 1155 
‘nail’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 23b]. 
Some dialects display forms with vocalic aberration, which seems to be due to 
metathesis e...u > u...e, cf. Larabat féngna, féyna [Davt'yan 1966: 344], Goris fengal 
(on which see s.v. bankn ‘myth, fairy-tale’), Dersim ating vs. atung, lung 
[Batramyan 1960: 78b], etc. This vocalism is attested already in Middle Armenian, 
cf. e.g. IPI reading variants alangam-b-k‘, tengambk‘, teng/kamk‘, etc. in Nersés 
Snorhali, 12th cent, Cilicia (see K‘yoskeryan 1987: 250'*’). For a further 
discussion, see s.v. cung-k‘ ‘knee’. 

The by-form *a-tung (see AcarHLPatm 2, 1951: 415; Alayan 1965: 8; Peters 
1986: 37853) is not supported by unambiguous evidence. Further, note Hacon dtung, 
Zeyt'un stung [Acaryan 2003: 39, 307], Malat‘ia ulung [Danielyan 1967: 190a], etc. 
[HAB 2: 23b]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *h og, or *h jnog"-u- ‘nail’: Gr. óvu£, -vyoc m. ‘talon, 
claw (of the eagle, falcon, beasts of prey); nail; veined gem, onyx, dardonyx', Lat. 
unguis m. ‘nail (of a human finger or toe); claw, talon, hoof’, ungula f. ‘hoof’, OHG 
nagal ‘nail’, Toch. A maku, B. mekwa ‘nails’ < PToch. *mekwa < *nekwa through 
assimilation (see Krause/Thomas 1, 1960: 66; Szemerényi 1960: 46,,;; Adams 2999: 
467; cf. Blazek 2001a; compare Arm. magil ‘claw’, on which see below), etc.; see 
HAB 2: 23a with lit.; Pokorny 1959: 780; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 747; Lehmann 1986: 
145-146. 
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The appurtenance of efungn to this PIE etymon is accepted practically by 
everyone, though details are unclear. One often assumes *nog"-Io- > *long'o- 
through metathesis > *e-/ung-, with prothetic e- automatically before the initial + 
(HAB 2: 23a; Alayan 1961: 79, 80; 2003: 96, 100; Jahukyan 1967: 23648; 1982: 
114-115). Bugge 1889: 34-35 assumes *ungt- > *(e)lung. 

Szemerényi 1964: 240 offers the following scenario: *nog'- > *e-nog"- (with no 
explanation for the prothetic vowel *e-) > *e-nog^n (with *-n so frequent in names 
of parts of the body) > *enongn (anticipation) > *enungn > elungn (dissimilation). 
Beekes (1987b: 7) writes: "perhaps from *enong- « *onong-, which could be a 
contamination of *onog- and *ong- from *h jnog""-, *h nee. For a further 
discussion on phonological problems concerning the Armenian and cognate forms, 
see Solta 1960: 147-148; Rix 1970: 96, 10879; Beekes 1971 (on ucvuyec izzor); 
1972: 129 (against the dissimilation in *-nungn- > *-lungn, noting that there was no 
such dissimilation in anun *name"); Schrijver 1991: 62-63; Blažek 2001a: 193. 

The apparent disagreement between Arm. e- and Gr. o- puzzles scholars (see e.g. 
Hovdhaugen 1968: 121; Beekes 1969: 47; 1971: 141; Olsen 1984: 110; 1985: 13; 
1999: 138; Ravnes 1991: 18), and they often (e.g. Rix 1970: 10875; Olsen ibid.; 
Clackson 1994: 34) return to the idea on *el- < efjewr ‘hom’ first proposed by 
Osthoff. Greppin (1988-89: 478) points out that the etymology is obscure. 

I find Osthoff's solution unattractive. The vocalic discrepancy may become 
irrelevant 1f we treat Arm. e- as a secondary prothesis before a PArm. initial */- (cf. 
above). We can start from PArm. *unug-n with a final nasal frequent in body-part 
terms (probably from acc. *-m). This form developed into *unungn through nasal 
anticipation (cf. e.g. krunkn vs. krukn ‘heel’) > *(u)nungn (loss of pretonic *u-) > 
*lungn (dissimilation, see above) > e-/ungn. Compare the scenario proposed by 
Meillet (1936: 47-54-55; cf. above on Szemerenyi’s view; also Frisk 2: 398-399). 

Arm. magil, a-stem ‘claw’, too, has been derived from this etymon, see 
Hübschmann 1877: 35-36; Bugge 1889: 34-35; 1903 (cf. Bugge 1893: 85 and HAB 
3: 219b on Caucasian origin of the Armenian word). For a discussion and more 
references, see Hübschmann 1883: 41; 1897: 471; HAB 3: 219-220. For -i/ and a 
general discussion, see Olsen 1999: 452-453. Olsen (1984: 110; 1985: 13) explains 
the initial m- (instead of n-) by strong influence of matn ‘finger’. Alternatively, we 
can assume assimilation (see above on Tocharian). For a further discussion on this 
and the problem of the laryngeal, see 2.1.17.3. 


em, pres. sg. em es e, pl. emk‘ ek‘ en ‘to be’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 26a]. 

eETYM From the PIE athematic present *h ,es-mi, *hjes-si, *hes-ti, 3pl.pres. *h;s- 
énti, etc., cf. Sg. dsmi ási ásti, 3pl. sánti, OAv. ahmi, hantt, Gr. eiut, el (Dor. gooi), 
Zort, Hitt. esmi essi eszi, Lat. sum est sunt, OCS jesmo, OLith. esmi, etc.; for the 
Armenian paradigm and an etymological discussion, see Hübschmann 1897: 442; 
HAB 2: 25-26; Meillet 1936: 163 (index); Godel 1965: 23; 1975: 40-41, 72, 112, 
116-117, 124; Schmitt 1981: 65, 139; Olsen 1999: 10, 44. 


erand, AblSg y-erand-e (which precludes an o-stem), GLocSg (y/Z)erand-i, etc. 
(Bible+) ‘the day before yesterday’. 
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Astuacaturean 1895: 445b cites 20 attestations in the Bible, all of them but one 
reflecting y- or z-forms. This holds true also for the rest of the evidence, except for 
an attestation in John Chrysostom [NHB 1: 662ab]. Note also y-erand adv. “the day 
before yesterday’ in Paterica, and y-erandean adj. ‘of the day before yesterday’ in 
Paterica, Grigor Magistros and Carontir [NHB 1: 662b; 2: 355b], y-erand-ust ‘since 
the day before yesterday’ in Ephrem [HAB 2: 31b]. This may lead to two 
assumptions: 

1) we cannot be sure whether the original anlaut of the word was *e- or *he- since 
the initial A- would drop in y- and z-forms: *y-he- > y-e-, *z-he- > z-e-; 

2) the dialectal form herand in Moks, with an initial voiced A- (note that ClArm. 
h- would normally yield Moks x-), may reflect an older *y-erand, although this 
cannot be proven in view of the absence of evidence in other dialects such as those 
of the Mus group (see 2.3.1 on y-). 
eDIAL Van yerand, Moks herand [Aéatyan 1952: 257], cf. also herek c'e herand 
*rrosaguepa' [Orbeli 2002: 277]; Marala yarand (with a sound change er- > yar seen 
also in eram > Marata yarral ‘to boil’), gen. yaratva ‘the day before yesterday’ 
[Aéarean 1926: 39, 90-91, 392], Salmast yerand [HAB 2: 32a]. 
eETYM Since NHB 1: 662a, derived from er- < err- (Movses Xorenac‘i, Philo, etc., 
see s.v. erek' ‘three’), cf. Gr. tpity nu&pa, Lat. nudius tertius ‘it is the third day since, 
three days ago, i.e. the day before yesterday’. Acaryan (HAB 2: 32a) hesitates to 
accept this because the form er- does not occur in the so-called Golden Age; he 
leaves the origin of the word open. Greppin (1975: 40) points out that, at the 
nominal level, the Armenian suffix -and can be related to MPers. -and. But this can 
hardly be the case, he proceeds, with the adverbial -and found in er-and *two days 
ago’. Olsen (1999: 304) accepts the connection with the numeral ‘three’ but 
considers its construction problematic. 

The connection with ‘three’ is possible but not entirely satisfactory. I therefore 
tentatively propose an alternative etymology. Arm. erand “the day before yesterday’ 
may be in a way related with PIE *per- “through, forward’, which displays various 
derivatives, such as Gr. zpó ‘forth, forward, for, before’, zópoc, Att. zóppco 
‘forward, beyond, away’, Lat. porro ‘onward, further (off), besides’, Arm. ar ‘at, by, 
before’, her-i adv. ‘far (of time and space)’, heru ‘last year’, heruin- ‘two years ago’ 
(see s.vv.). The trilled -7- as in ar and het- points to IE *-rs-. For the suffix we can 
compare time-terms such as Gr. xeıuov vs. Skt. héman- and hemanta- ‘winter’, Hitt. 
ispant- ‘night’, etc. See also s.vv. asun ‘autumn’, garun ‘springtime’, erek(o)y, erik- 
un ‘evening’. 

If we assume a QIE *pers-on(t), PArm. *her-and-i (cf. loc. (y/z-)er-and-i) may 
reflect QIE *pers-nt-i-. On the initial *h-, see above. 


es, acc. z-is, gen. im, dat. inj, abl. y-inén, instr. inew 1sg.pers.pron. ‘I’ (Bible+). 
For references to the paradigm and a discussion, see 2.2.5. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 33a]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE 1sg.pers.pron. *hieó^-H-om : *h,eg-oH, cf. Skt. aham, 
OAv. azam, YAv. azam, Gr. yœ, Lat. ego, Goth. ik, OCS az», etc. (see Hübschmann 
1877: 24; 1897: 442; HAB 2: 32b with references; Pokorny 1959: 291; Mallory/ 
Adams 1997: 454; for the forms, see also Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 155). 
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Scholars usually assume that PArm. *ec or *ez has become es in the position 
before words with initial stops (Meillet 1892: 164; 1936: 57, 92; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 
44; Jahukyan 1967: 1846s; Godel 1975: 110; Schmitt 1981: 75, 116). Others posit a 
by-form *ek-, cf. OPr. e/as, Lith. eš (Jahukyan 1967: 1846 with refer.; Toporov 
PrJaz [a-d] 1975: 113-116; Saradzeva 1986: 286-287). Further, an influence of the 
lsg. s-deixis has been assumed, cf. 2sg. d-deixis vs. du ‘you’ instead of *t‘u (Godel 
1975: 110; H. Petrosyan 1976: 57; 1987: 408). At last, Arm. es has been considered 
to be in a way related with Urart. iese ‘I’ (see HAB 2: 32-33 for references; 
Lap‘anc‘yan 1961: 324; Jahukyan 1963: 8, 69; 1967: 18455; cf. AcarHLPatm 1, 
1940: 172; Jahukyan 1987: 429). 

Gen. im and possessive im, -oy reflect *h;me- and *h;mos, respectively, cf. Gr. 
&u£, gen. éu£o, poss. éuóc, etc., with *h,- > *e- in Armenian and Greek, note also 
Alb. im and Hitt. obl. amm-, see (Kortlandt 1986: 39, 45; 1987: 62; 2001: 12 = 2003: 
69, 74, 76, 132; Beekes 1987b: 7-12; 1995: 207; 2003: 168; Schrijver 1991: 17; 
Kloekhorst 2006: 77-78; for a critical discussion, see Lindeman 1990: 28-30; 1997: 
131; Clackson 1994: 34). 

Dat. inj derives from *h,m(e)-g”i, cf. Hitt. ammuk, Venetic mego, Lat. mihi, 
Goth. mi-k, OHG mi-h, etc., further cf. Gr. éue-yé; the same particle is also found in 
*tue-ó"i > k'ez ‘dir’, cf. Hitt. tuk, Goth. but, OHG dih (see Pedersen 1905: 226 = 
1982: 88; Meillet 1936: 28; AéafLiak 2, 1954: 45, 56; Pokorny 1959: 702; 
Ernout/Meillet 1959: 391b; Schindler 1966b: 7322; Schmitt 1981: 115-117; Hamp 
1981: 13-14; Jahukyan 1982: 141-142, 147; Viredaz 2005: 95; Kloekhorst 2008, 
chapter 2.1). It has been assumed that these forms are all modified on the analogy of 
nom. *egö (Szemerényi 1996: 213-214). 

Acc.-loc. is derives from *in-s « *im-s, in -s with nom. es due to influence of the 
deictic particle -s (Godel 1975: 110, see above) or through a development *ins « 
*inc < *hm(e)-Si. The *in- here was extended to abl. y-in-en and instr. in-ew. For a 
discussion of these issues, see Meillet 1936: 92; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 45, 56; Pokorny 
1959: 418, 702; Jahukyan 1967: 18470; 1982: 147; Godel 1975: 110; Schmitt 1981: 
115-116; Klingenschmitt 1982: 212; Ravnzs 1991: 19; Beekes 2003: 168; Viredaz 
2005: 95. On the other hand, abl. y-inen 1s considered to represent earlier *imen, cf. 
Goth. gen. meina of ik ‘T (see Pedersen 1905: 226 = 1982: 88; AéarLiak 2, 1954: 56; 
Kortlandt 1984a: 104 — 2003: 50). 


etl, gen. ete? ‘site, place’ (Bible+); zefelem, caus. zetelec'uc'anem ‘to put in a 
particular place, establish a dwelling for someone, collocate’ (Bible+), z-etet-im ‘to 
rest, repose, be established in a rest-place’ (Bible+), zete# ‘established, constant’ 
(John Chrysostom, Book of Chries); later with assimilation zt- > st-: stelem ‘to take 
a rest’ (Paterica), stelanam ‘id.’ (Gregory of Nyssa). 
eETYM See s.v. fel(-i) ‘site, place’. 


era- ‘first, early, before’, in era-xayri-k‘ (var. ere-) ‘first fruit or harvest, early ripened 
fruit’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Linked with ar- ‘at, by, to, nearby, before, etc.’ (q.v.) by Ačażtyan (Adjarian 
1918: 163; HAB 2: 35-36). Jahukyan (1987: 143, 186) departs from *prö- ‘early’ 
(cf. Gr. zpar, Att. xpo, compos. zpwi- ‘early, in the morning’, Skt. pratar ‘early, in 
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the morning, the next day’, etc.) and posits *pra- (= *prH-) for Armenian. Note also 
Lat. prae ‘before, in front of’, from the locative *preh;-i (see Beekes 1973b). 

The second component of era-xayri-k‘, viz. xayri ‘fruit, harvest’, is hardly of IE 
origin. An Arabic etymology has been proposed (N. Mkrté'yan 1984: 74-75; 
Jahukyan 1987: 486 hesitantly). 


erastan-k‘, a-stem: GDPI erastan-a-c' ‘buttocks’. Several attestations in the Bible, 
rendering Gr. &öpaı ` £ópa ‘seat; ramp’. Singular usage: in Philo. 
eETYM Compared with Gr. zpwxros m. ‘anus’, Skt. prsthá- n. ‘back, 
mountain-ridge, top’ (RV+), prsti- f. ‘rib’ (RV+), cf. YAv. parsta- m. "back, spine, 
support in the back’, parsti ‘back’, etc. [Bugge 1889: 12-13; Osthoff 1898: 60; 
Hübschmann 1897: 443; HAB 2: 41-42; AéarHLPatm 1, 1940: 86b; Meillet 1936: 
142; Hanneyan 1979: 182; Arutjunjan 1983: 280; Olsen 1999: 320]. For other 
references, see below. 

The vocalism of the Ur. forms is incompatible with that of Gr. mpwxtog. Most of 
the scholars, therefore, focus on the Armeno-Greek correspondence. Jahukyan 
(1967: 165,0) accepts the connection between the Armenian and Aryan but changes 
his view to the opposite in 1987: 145. A contaminaton is possible. 

Different proto-forms have been suggested: *prokto- ` *prakto- [Pokorny 1959: 
846; Frisk 2: 608; Jahukyan 1987: 145]; nom. *proHkt- vs. obl. *prokt-, type 

*pónt-eH-; Arm. -n from acc. *-m (see Hamp 1983b; 1991); *prókt-s. : *prkt-ós 
[Beekes 1969: 247]; *perh;kt- [Beekes 1988: 77]; *preh.kt- : *proh;kt- [Beekes 
2003: 152, 166, 171, 173, 191, 195]. Hamp (1991) argues against *perhkt- in view 
of the absence of Arm. initial A-, and alternatively assumes *pr(e)Okt- (= 
*pr(e)h3kt-). Noting that *prhskt- would yield rather Arm. *(h)arast- (cf. haraw 
‘south’, etc.), Olsen (1999: 320) assumes the influence of eran-k' ‘thigh, loins’. 
Clackson (1994: 167) argues against Hamp's analysis of the final -n pointing out 
that one would expect *erastun-k', and prefers to compare -an-k' with eran-k' 
‘thigh, loins’, and srb-an ‘anus’. The latter is attested in Zgon (Afrahat) and is found 
in a number of dialects, as a frozen plural: *srban-k‘ ‘placenta; prenatal liquid of a 
cow’ (see s.v. surb ‘pure; holy’). For further analysis and references I refer to 
Clackson 1994: 166-167. 

There can be no serious objection to the following paradigm: nom. *pre/oHkt- : 
*prHkt- > PArm. *erust- : *(h)arast- (or *erast- : *(h)arast-, if it was *-e/oh;-). 
From here, one easily arrives at erast-an-k' by levelling, and influence of eran-k‘. 
The form *(h)arast- may be seen, in my view, in arastoy (also erastoy) ‘solid, hard 
stone’, q.v. 


erbuc, o-stem ‘breast of animals’. 

Frequent in the Bible, referring to the breast of sacrificial animals and rendering 
Gr. otmbviov (dimin.) ‘breast’. For apposition with fpayíov = eri ‘shoulder of 
animals', see there. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 2: 42b. 

Lidén (1937: 92) derives from IE *b"rugo- or *b"rugo- with Gr. gdpoyé, gen. 
-vyog, -vyyog ‘throat; dewlap of a bull’, and Lat. frümen ‘throat’ < *friig-smen. He is 
sceptical about Goth. brusts ‘breast’, Russ. brjuxo ‘belly’, etc. The etymology is 
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accepted in Jahukyan 1987: 116, 262; Olsen 1999: 49. The metathesis *b"r- > Arm. 
erb- is regular, see 2.1.26.1. 

Olsen (ibid.) derives erbuc from nom. *b'rug/g-s assuming that *¢ and *gs would 
merge in Arm. c. If the -c' in erec' ‘elder’ (q.v.) reflects *sg"- (cf. Gr. zpéofvc), the 
-c of erbuc must rather be explained from the non-nominative forms. In view of the 
absence of other examples, however, this is uncertain. 

The Greek form is considered to be of non-IE origin (see Beekes 1969: 197, with 
ref.). We may be dealing with a Mediterranean (or, if the Germanic and Slavic 
words are related, European, see 3.11) substratum word. 

Hardly any relation with eri *shoulder of animals’ (q.v.). 


erg, o-strem: GDSg erg-o-y, GDPI erg-o-c', IPl erg-o-v-k' ‘song; poem’ (Bible+), 
“playing (music)’ (Bible), ‘scoff, derision, scoffing song’ (Habakkuk 2.6, John 
Chrysostom, etc.); ergem ‘to sing; to play a musical instrument’ (Bible+), ‘to praise’ 
(Philo). 

The late medieval dictionary Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ glosses erg and ergem as par 
‘dance’ and parel ‘to dance’, respectively (Amalyan 1975: 92°"). For the semantic 
syncretism, cf. xa? ‘mockery, scoff, play’, ‘song’, ‘dance’. 
eDIAL Acaryan HAB 2: 43a considers the dialectal forms as literary loans. 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde 1854: 15%, see further HAB 2: 42-43; 
Hübschmann 1897: 443), connected with Skt. arka- m. ‘ray, light, shine; song, 
magic song’, cf. also ýc- f. ‘song of praise, poem, stanza, verse’, árcati ‘to shine; to 
sing, to praise’. To this PIE etymon belong also Olr. erc ‘sky’, Toch. A yärk, B 
yarke ‘worship, reverence’, Hitt. arku-", arku- ‘to chant, intone’ (see Duchesne- 
Guillemin 1940: 172; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 114-115, 249-250; Adams 1999: 
484; Kloekhorst 2008: 205. 

Arm. erg, o-stem and Skt. arká- derive from thematic *A;erk"-o-. The Armenian 
word is regarded as an inheritance from the IE poetic language (see Schmitt 1967: 
259-260; SaradZeva 1986: 195-196; Jahukyan 1987: 108). The assumption that Arm. 
erg is a loan (see Xaécaturova 1973: 194-195; 1979: 359; Bailey 1979: 25a) is 
improbable and unnecessary (see also L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 214, 215). 


erek ‘evening’ (Job 7.4, rendering Gr. éozépa in contrast with tiw vs. ju&pa, see Cox 
2006: 83), ‘west’ (Philo), ‘Evening Star’ (George of Pisidia); ereak ‘evening’ 
(Paterica+); prepositional constructions such as af ereks ‘at/towards evening’ in 
Genesis 49.27 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 388) rendering Gr. cic tò éozépag in contrast with 
z-ayg-un vs. TO npwıvov, and in Deuteronomy 16.6 (Cox 1981: 143) rendering 
éonépas, and and erek-s ‘at/towards evening’ rendering zpóc éozépav in Exodus 12.6 
(further see de Lamberterie 1990, 2: 162); c‘-erek ‘day’ < ‘until evening’ (Bible+); 
erek-awt‘, i-stem: IPl erekawt -i-w-k‘ ‘passing the night’ (Agat‘angetos, Movsés 
Xorenac‘i, etc.); ere/ikanam ‘to spend the night; to stay by the evening’ (Bible+); 
erek-oy, GDSg erekoy-i, LocSg y-erekoy-i ‘evening’ (Bible+), ere/ik-un ‘evening; in 
the evening; of the evening’ (Leviticus, Ehe, John Chrysostom, Philo, etc.); ereko- 


55 According to Makaev (1974: 56-57), Olr. erc ‘sky’ may belong to the PIE name of the 
Thunder God (*perk"-) and be interpreted as an elliptic phrase ‘abode of the Thunder God’. 
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r-i, GDSg erekorw-o-y, GDPI erekore-a-c ‘ ‘evening’ and a few derivatives based on 
*ereko-r- (Bible+); see also s.v. erek ‘yesterday’. 

For some Biblical attestations and derivatives of ereko(oy), see Olsen 203, 436, 
469, 511-512, 532. 
eDIAL The form erikun > *irikun is ubiquitous in the dialects. A few of them display 
nasalless forms: Akn and Rodost‘i irigu beside irigun, Nor Juta y 'araku, Laradat 
aráku, etc. [HAB 2: 46a]. Interesting is especially Nor Juta y’araku (Atarean 1940: 
56-57, 137-138, 360b; for a textual illustration from a folk-song, see Eremean 1930: 
56.5) with prothetic y’- and a-vocalism. This y’, together with Mus, Ala&kert and 
Moks A" and Havarik‘, Ozim A- probably points to a prefixed by-form, frozen 
locative *y-ereku(n). 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde 1854: 16?" 5 Dervischjan 1877: 68; Hübschmann 
1883: 30; 1897: 443; Pedersen 1924: 222a, 223b — 1982: 305a, 306b), connected 
with Skt. rájas- n. ‘dust, mist, vapour, gloom, dirt’, rajasá- ‘unclean, dark’ (AV), 
OAv. rajis- n. ‘darkness’, Gr. épefiog n. ‘the dark of the underworld’, Goth. rigis n. 
‘darkness, twilight’; here belongs also Arm. erék ‘yesterday’, q.v. (first suggested in 
NHB 1: 682c). See HAB 2: 45-46, 52a; Mladenov 1937: 99-100; Pokorny 1959: 
857; Frisk 1: 550; Schmitt 1981: 64, 68; Lehmann 1986: 286; de Lamberterie 1990, 
2: 162; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 426; Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 147a; 
Olsen 1999: 203; Matzinger 2005: 42. On Goth. rigis/z n. and Olc. rokkr n. 
‘darkness’ < PGerm. *reK"iz-, see Lehmann 1986: 286; Casaretto 2000: 230-231. 

Meillet (1927: 129, 131) states that, in view of the Sanskrit and Gothic cognates, 
the initial *e- of the Armenian and Greek forms must be regarded as prothetic; see 
also Bonfante 1937: 19. More probably, however, Gr. e- and Arm. e- point to PIE 
initial *;-, although the evidence for this development is meagre (see Beekes 1969: 
36, 87-88; 1987b: 6-7; 2003: 177, 185; Hovdhaugen 1968: 122; Kortlandt 1980: 
103; 1987: 62-63; 2001: 12 = 2003: 30, 76-77, 132; Mayrhofer 1986: 126,15; cf. also 
Winter 1965: 101; Polomé 1980: 18). Note especially the contrast *A;re- : *h;re- > 
Arm. ere- : are- in erek ‘evening’ vs. arew ‘sun’ (q.v.). Sceptical: Schmitt 1981: 68, 
77ap; Klingenschmitt 1982: 10555; Olsen 1984: 112; 1985: 12; Lindeman 1990: 28- 
30; 1997: 131; Clackson 1994: 33, 183. For a further discussion and references, see 
s.vv. areg- ‘sun’, elanem ‘to come/go out, rise, ascend’, es ‘I’, inn ‘nine’, and 2.1.17. 

The PIE reconstruction would then be *h;reg"-e/os-, s-stem neuter. Toch. A 
orkäm *darkness; dark’ and B ork(a)mo ‘id.’ reflecting a PToch. *orkmo from QIE 
*h (o)rg"-mon- may belong to this etymon, too [Adams 1999: 123]. For a discussion 
of the Iranian facts, see Bailey 1961: 77-78 (on this, see s.v. arjn *black"). 

Arm. erekoy, i-stem ‘evening’ is interpreted as an original genitive of time (de 
Lamberterie 1990, 1: 162, 16221; Clackson 1994: 223-22495; Olsen 1999: 511-512; 
Matzinger 2005: 23,11, 42)”. The form ere/ikun may have been composed as (or 
influenced by) ayg-u-n from ayg, u-stem ‘dawn’ (q.v.). We also may think of PArm. 
*erekoh + *-n-, cf. Gr. Aeol. &peßevvög ‘dark’ < "*h;reg"es-no-, épeuvóg ‘id.’ < 
*h reg"-no- (for these forms, see Frisk 1: 550). For further Armenian and Greek 
parallels for time-derivatives with the nasal element, see s.v. heru ‘last year’. On the 


56 Olsen ibid. alternatively considers the possibility of a substantivization of a secondary *-io- 
derivative: *-os-io/eh;. 
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other hand, one might think of *-e/ont- seen in time-terms such as Hitt. ispant- 
‘night’. It is tempting to interpret PArm. *ereko-r-ia- (cf. erekor-i, -ea-c' ‘evening’) 
as composed of PArm. neuter *ereko(h) and QIE fem. *-r-ieh;-; structurally compare 
another time-word, Gr. ózópa f., Lac. ónópa ‘end of the summer, beginning of 
autumn; harvest, fruit’ < *op-osar-eh;-, a fem. to *h;os-r ‘after the summer’. Further 
note Gr. yeiuov ‘winter’ vs. Arm. jm-er-n ‘winter’; Gr. gap n., OCS vesna ‘spring’, 
Skt. vasantá- m., etc. vs. Arm. gar-un ‘spring’ (q.v.). Note also Arm. coll. -or-ay-k“. 
If all these tentative suggestions are accepted, one might posit PArm. *o;reko-r-ia- 
vs. *a,rekon reflecting "-r-ieh;- vs. *-e/on(t) more or less like Gr. &one-p-a f. 
‘evening’ vs. YAv. *xSap-ar-, xsaf-n-, Skt. ksáp- f. and Hitt. isp-ant- ‘night’ (on this 
etymon, see s.v. giser ‘night’). 

The vocalism of erik-un ‘evening, in the evening’ and erék ‘yesterday’ < ‘at 
evening’ vs. regular erek(o-) < *h,reg"os is synchronically inexplicable. I assume an 
anticipation of the locative marker -i, or simply a frozen locative *erek-i > *ereik : 
*erik- (gen. ere/ik-i and Larabal, etc. loc. *er(e)k-i, see s.v. erék ‘yesterday’) just like 
in Arm. ayg, u-stem ‘morning’ (q.v): LocSg "A;us-s-i > PArm. *aw(h)i > 
(thematization) *awi-o- > *aygo- > ayg, o-stem >> u-stem, generalized from old 
nom. *aw-u. For other time-words reflecting frozen i-locatives, see s.vv. *adj- 
‘twilight, darkness’ and anurj ‘dream’. On the i-locative reflected also in the dialect 
of Larabat, see 2.2.1.5. 


erek‘, inflected only in plural: API eri-s, GDPI eri-c‘, IPl eri-w-k‘ ‘three’ (Bible+). 
The form *eri- is found in e.g. eric's (or eric's angam) ‘three times’ (Bible+). In 
Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.61 (1913=1991: 192"'°; transl. Thomson 1978: 204): eric "e kam 
C'oric's baxen zsaln “strike the anvil three or four times". Compare erkic's from 
erku ‘two’, q.v. 

On erir ‘third; for the third time’ (Bible+) and erek -kin ‘threefold, triple, three 
times’ (Bible+), see below, also s.v. krkin. 

In later compounds: er- < err- (Movses Xorenac‘i, Philo, etc.), e.g. er-a-yark in 
Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.16 (191321991: 53°‘, transl. Thomson 1978: 100): aparans 
<...> krknayarks ew erayarks “palaces <...> of two and three stories". The form er- 
is derived from err-, as in tarr "element" > tar [HAB 2: 50b]. I wonder whether it 
can be analogical after k ‘ar- (q.v.). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Note Antiok' ark‘ and Hačən žek‘ (cf. Nor 
Naxijewan Zek‘) vs. Zeyt'un iyik“ [Ataryan 2003: 307]. The Hacen form is 
exceptional since there are no other examples of the development VrV > ZV (cf. erek 
‘yesterday’ > Hačən iyeg, etc.) [Acaryan 2003: 130], whereas it is regular in Nor 
Naxijewan (see Aéafean 1925: 53, 154-155). 

Sivri-Hisar sek/sek‘ ‘three’ (see PtmSivHisHay 1965: 469a; N. Mkrté'yan 1995: 
207, 210). N. Mkrt&‘yan (1995: 210) takes this word as one of the isoglosses shared 
by the dialects of Nor Naxijewan and Sivri-Hisar. 

On Moks irik”in ‘for the third time’ (apparently a relic from ClArm. erek -kin 
“three times’) and irik "ir ‘id.’, see s.v. krkin. 

ClArm. erek'in, erek'ean ‘all the three’ (Bible+) has been preserved in Larabat 
arék'an, irék'an [Davt'yan 1966: 347], Mein irik'k'én [Atayan 1954: 179-180, 
268a], Karéewan irik”en [H. Muradyan 1960: 110, 192b], Kak‘avaberd irék ‘kan [H. 
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Muradyan 1967: 127-128, 170a]. See also AéarLiak 1, 1952: 325-326]. On these 
forms, see 2.2.4.2. 

eETYM From PIE *treies m. ‘three’: Skt. tráyas, Gr. vpeic, Lat. tres, Lith. trys 
“three’, etc.; cf. also Arm. API eris < *trins : Goth. prins, instr. *eri-w- < *tri-b"i- : 
Skt. DADIPI tribhyas [HAB 2: 50-51]. PIE *trins > Arm. e-ris shows that the rise of 
the prothetic vowel was posterior to the loss of the vowel of the last syllable [Meillet 
1900: 394; Beekes 2003: 153-154]. 

It has been assumed that erir ‘third’ continues the inherited *triyo- influenced by 
*(k")turo- ‘fourth’, i.e. a contaminated *triro- [Szemerényi 1960: 95; Kortlandt 
2003: 101]. On erkir ‘second’, erir ‘third’, etc., see also Meller 1911-12c: 294 
(comparing Tocharian r); Jahukyan 1982: 22366, and s.v. krkin. 


erék, i-stem: GSg erek-i in Joshua 3.4 (rendering Gr. dz’ éyvéc), Psalms 89.4 (awr 
ereki : 5 nuépa 4 éyóég), in homilies by Eusebius of Nemesa (found by L. 
Hovhannisyan 1987: 132), erik-i (Cyril of Alexandria), cf. also z/y-erek-i (Cyril of 
Jerusalem, Zgon-Afrahat, Severian of Gabala), AblSg y-erek-e, y-erik-é (a few times 
in the Bible, e.g. Exodus 4.10, y-ere/ik-e : mpo tig &xdes) ‘yesterday’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 52]. Some E and SE peripheral dialects 
have forms reflecting er(e)k-i, Havarik' hereki, Juta arké [HAB 2: 52b], Agulis 
yarké, C’ina arké [Acarean 1935: 45, 349], Larabat arék/g-i and yark/g’-é [Davt'yan 
1966: 200, 347]. 
eETYM Derived from erek(oy) ‘evening’ (q.v.). Acaryan (HAB 2: 52a) adduces a 
number of semantic parallels for the development ‘evening’ > ‘yesterday’ from IE 
and non-IE languages and mentions also Arm. dial. T‘iflis irigun ‘yesterday 
evening’. Compare also ayg ‘morning’ > *ayg-un/c ' ‘tomorrow’ (q.v.). 

L. Hovhannisyan 1987: 132 treats ereki as an old dialectal form and compares it 
with Larabat yarke, etc. In my opinion Larabal arék/g-i and yark/g’-é (Davt'yan 
1966: 200, 347) point to *erek-i and *er(e/i)ki, respectively, and the form erek-i 
(beside o-stem erék) should be regarded as a frozen locative (see s.v. erek ‘evening’ 
and 2.2.1.5; cf. also the cases of *adj- ‘twilight, darkness’, ayg ‘morning’, anurj 
*dream"). 


er&c‘, GDSg eric -u, AblSg eric -u-e, NPI eric -un-k', GDPI eric -an-c ‘ [Astuacatu- 
rean 1895: 460ab]; a-stem: ISg eric -a-w as a variant reading in Movsés Xorenac‘i 
3.63 (1913-1991: 347-7; o-stem: GDPI eric‘-o-y in Fłišē and Lazar P'arpec'i 
[NHB 1: 683a]; pl. eric -unik', -un-eac' in Canon Law [HAB 2: 52b]; for the -u/-n 
declension (cf. the type of k‘ar, -i, -in-k', -an-c' ‘stone’), see Meillet 1913: 56-57; 
Tumanjan 1978: 295; Jahukyan 1982: 95, 122; Olsen 1999: 105, 124, 163, 166, 170, 
186. ‘(adj.) elder; presbyter’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in several ka-dialects [HAB 2: 53a]. Note Moks erec‘, gen. iric -u 
‘CBAIHEHHHK, NON’ [Orbeli 2002: 224]; Hamsen erec‘, eric’, gen. iric‘-u [Aéatyan 
1947: 91, 227]. 

In the Eastern areas, the word is only found in the compound *eric ‘-a-kin ‘wife of 
the priest’: Agulis arc ‘akin [HAB 2: 53a; Acarean 1935: 349]. A possible trace of 
the unstressed *arc ‘- is also found in the toponym Arcvanik < Eric -van-ik (Kapan 
region), see s.v. the place-name Arciw. 


eri 263 


eETYM Connected with Gr. zpeoßvs m. ‘old man; the elder; ambassador; president’, 
perhaps also Lat. priscus “ancient’, see Bugge 1889: 12; Meillet 1894b: 296; 
Hübschmann 1897: 444; HAB 2: 52-53; Jahukyan 1982: 72, 122; 1987: 143, 186 
(the Greek cognate is considered doubtful); Olsen 1999: 166, 170. (On Greek, see 
also Bloomfield 1908). For a philological and etymological discussion, I especially 
refer to Clackson 1994: 165. For the problem of -c‘, see also s.v. erbuc ‘breast of 
animals'. 


ert‘(an)am ‘to go; to set off’. The indicative of the aorist is supplied by č ‘ogay, but 
the moods are formed from ert-, see Meillet 1936: 135; Szemerényi 1964: 5; 
(Bible+). The substantive ert‘, i-stem ‘going, journey’ is attested in John 
Chrysostom (GDSg ert‘i), Lazar P‘arpec‘i (GDPI ert'ic?), Movsés Xorenac'i, and 
Grigoris ArSaruni [NHB 1: 683a]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 54a]. Karin ert -u-gal “the going and the 
coming’ (see HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 34b; HZHek‘ 4, 1963: 120). 

See also s.v. *e(h/y)am. 
eETYM Usually linked with Gr. &pxouaı ‘to set out; to walk; to come or go’, for 
which different proposals have been made: *hjer- or *h ir-tÜ-sk- or *ser- + Séi 
zl. sol. or SH. (see Meillet 1898: 276-277, 278; 1936: 135; Hübschmann 1899: 
47, HAB 2: 53-54). For *Ar-sk- cf. Skt. rcchati ‘to reach, come towards, meet 
with’, Hitt. ar-sk- iter. “wiederholt gelangen, Einfälle machen’, etc. Since the 
sequence *-rt- yields Arm. -rd-, a *-/^- suffix is usually reconstructed for Arm. 
ert'am. For the etymological details and other views, see HAB 2: 53-54; Frisk 1, 
1960: 572; Barton 1963; Szemerényi 1964: 4-5; Klingenschmitt 1982: 96-104; 
Jahukyan 1982: 68; 1987: 165; Matzinger 2000: 285. However, there are no cognate 
forms with a dental suffixal element *-/^-. Besides, such a phoneme is commonly 
considered to be absent from the standard PIE phonemic inventory. The etymology 
Is, then, problematic. No wonder that Clackson (1994: 181) considers it as doubtful. 
I propose to treat ert om as a denominative verb derived from ert‘, -i ‘going, 

journey’, which in turn may be a *-ti-suffixed form based upon *h r-sk- (originally, 
perhaps, iterative or inchoative): *"h;r-sk-ti- > PArm. *er-c'-t'i > ert’, -i. For the 
phonological development of the consonant cluster, see 2.1.22.13. Many scholars 
would expect *HrC to yield Arm. *arC-. It is possible, however, that the laryngeal 
*h, is regularly reflected as Arm. e, especially when the following syllable contains 
a front vowel (cf. 2.1.17). 


eri, ea-stem: GDSg erw-oy three times in the Bible, IPl ere-a-w-k' in Philo 
[Astuacaturean 1895: 465b; NHB 1: 683c]; GD ere-a-c' according to HAB 2: 54b, 
but without evidence ‘shoulder of animals’ (dial. also for humans); ar eri (also y-eri) 
‘near, at the side’ (ASxarhac‘oyc‘, Eusebius of Caesarea). 

In Deuteronomy 18.3, the priest shall receive the following parts of a sacrificed 
ox or sheep: eri, cnöt-k‘, xaxac ‘oc (see Cox 1981: 149) = Gr. Bpaxiov ‘(upper) arm; 
shoulder of beasts’, orayovıa ‘the parts under or near the jaw’, évvotpov ‘fourth 
stomach of ruminating animals', respectively. In some passages on the sacrificial 
instruction, a reference is made to the right eri = Bpaxiwv : Exodus 29.22, Leviticus 
7.32, 33, 8.25, 26, 9.21, Numbers 18.18. 
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In Exodus 29.27, Leviticus 9.21, and Numbers 18.18, eri = Bpaxiwv occurs in 
apposition with erbuc = otn¥bviov (dimin.) ‘breast’. 
eDIAL Ararat eri, Larabat, Marala heri, Salmast neri (sic! n- is reliable? — HM); 
Larabat harat‘at‘ < *er-a-t'at', with t'at‘ ‘arm, paw’ as the second member [HAB 2: 
55a]. For Larabat hrat‘at‘uma ‘in/on the back, shoulder-blade’, see Laziyan 1983: 
146b™'8, glossed as harat‘at‘ ‘shoulder-blade, back’, hart ot en (186b). In another 
illustration from this book (85a"'’), a man puts the yaba (a pitchfork) onto his 
*hrat‘at‘ (hart'at'-en). Here, the word clearly refers to ‘shoulder(-blade)’. The same 
is found in L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 33'*, where the hero is seated on the hrat ot ‘en of 
a dragon. 

In a story written in 1884, L. Alayan (1979: 623-5) describes a buffalo named 
Dursun as having horns stretching along the neck and reaching the erat ‘at “s. 

Probably, Xotorjur *erelt‘at‘ 'shoulder-blade' [YusamXotorj 1964: 447b] 
belongs here too, although the nature of the internal -/- is obscure. 
eETYM Ačatyan (HAB 2: 54-55) derives from *pera- (in modern terms: *p(e)rh;-) 
‘before, in front’. Lidén (1937: 88-89) prefers a connection with Lith. rietas m. [o] 
‘thigh, loin’, Latv. riéta f. [a] ‘thigh, haunch’, CS rite ‘buttocks’, Czech 7it' ‘id.’, 
ORuss. rite ‘hoof’, etc., reconstructing *reito-, *reita-. This etymology is largely 
accepted: Pokorny 1959: 863; Solta 1960: 418; Jahukyan 1987: 145, 189; Olsen 
1999: 444. 

If the initial A- in Larabat, etc. indeed has an etymological value, one should give 
preference to Acaryan's etymology. 


erinj, o-stem: GDPI ernj-o-c‘ (5x in the Bible), IPl ernj-o-v-k' (in Genesis 41.3, see 
Zeyt'unyan 1985: 339); u-stem: GDSg ernj-u (4x in the Bible), GDPI ernj-u-c‘ 
(once in the Bible, also in the Commentary upon Judges ascribed to Elise); a-stem: 
ISg ernj-a-w (Philo) ‘heifer, young cow; cow; bride’ (see also s.v. ernjnak) (Bible+). 
In Isaiah 7.21: erinj mi yarjaroc' “one young cow from/of bovids” ` öauaAıv Body. 
See also s.v. arjar. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. With initial e-: Nor-Naxijewan, Axalc'xa, 
Hamsen, Karin, Ararat, AlaSkert, Mus, Van, Moks (see also Orbeli 2002: 225), 
Satax (see M. Muradyan 1962: 195b), Salmast; diphthongized ye-: Ozim, Samaxi, 
Juta; he-: Larabat, Goris, MuZambar (a village of T'avriz/Tebriz) [HAB 2: 56b]; he- 
is also found in Krzen [Batramyan 1961: 180b], Metri [Alayan 1954: 268a], 
Karéewan [H. Muradyan 1960: 192b], Kak'avaberd [H. Muradyan 1967: 170a], 
although Agulis, closely associated with the Metri group, has drinj [HAB 2: 56b; 
Aéarean 1935: 44, 349]. 

In all the dialects, erinj refers to ‘a two-year old female calf? [HAB 2: 56b], 
Ararat erinj also to ‘a three-year-old sprout of grapes which is replanted separately’ 
(see Amatuni 1912: 182a; HAB 2: 56b). For the semantic shift, see 3.5.1. 
eETYM Patrubány (1906-08 /1908/: 152a) derives from QIE *grend'io-, connecting 
OHG rind ‘bovine animal’, Germ. Rind ‘id.’, etc. See also Adontz 1937: 7-8. 
Aéaryan (HAB 2: 56b) rejects this etymology (as well as all the others), because the 
Germanic form derives from the PIE word for ‘horn’, with initial *%-. This is not a 
decisive argument since the initial palatovelar in *krV- would be depalatalized (see 
2.1.22.7), and *krV- would yield PArm. *(w)ri- or *(u)ri- and, with a subsequent 
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addition of a prothetic vowel e- before anlaut r, *e-ri-. It is possible that both *krV- 
and *krV- are merely simplified to *rV-. Jahukyan (1987: 132) posits *krentio-. 

Petersson (1916: 257-258) links erinj with Gr. Zpigoc m. f. ‘kid’, Lith. éras, dial. 
jéras m. ‘lamb’, Latv. jére ‘one-year-old sheep, mother lamb’, OPr. eristian (see 
Euler 1985: 87), Olr. heirp f. ‘deer’, erb ‘cow’ < *er-b"-, Lat. aries, -etis m. ‘ram’, 
etc. For Arm. Jj, he compares oroj ‘lamb’ (probably belonging to the same etymon, 
assimilated from *eroj) and aloj ‘female kid’ (q.v.). This etymology found more 
acceptance, see Pokorny 1959: 326; Frisk, s.v. £pigoc; Eilers 1974: 18; Euler 1985: 
87; Schrijver 1991: 65; Mallory/Adams 1997: 511a; Olsen 1999: 185. Lat. aries, 
-etis m. ‘ram’, with unexplained a-, and Umbr. AccSg ERIETU ‘arietem’ may 
reflect *h ‚riet- [Schrijver 1991: 65-66]. 

In view of the acute intonation, the Baltic forms may be separated from these 
words and go back to *ieh;-ro-, cf. ORuss. jara ‘spring’, OHG jar ‘year’, Av. yar- 
n. ‘year’, Gr. ópà ‘time, season’, etc. (Derksen, p.c.; see also Toporov, PrJaz (2), 
E-H, 1979: 72-75). 

Arm. erinj may be derived from QIE fem. *A;eri-nih;- [Olsen 1999: 185] or 
*h iri-Hn-ieh;-, composed as *h;ri- (seen in Gr. épi-gog m. f. ‘kid’ and Lat. aries, 
-etis m. tram") + *-Hn-i(e)h;-, exactly like PIE *Ah;e/ol-Hn-ih;- ‘deer, hind’: OCS 
alenii ‘doe’, SCr. lane ‘doe’, Russ. lan’ ‘fallow deer, doe’, Lith. elnis ‘deer’, 
MWelsh elein ‘young deer, doe, hind-calf’, etc. (see s.v. analut‘ deer"), 

For -nj, cf. other animal-names, x/unj-n ‘snail’, dial. *mormonj ‘ant’, etc., all 
probably original feminines (cf. s.vv. morm ‘tarantula’, mrjiwn ‘ant’, and 3.5.2.1; on 
xlunj-n ‘snail’, see also 2.3.1, under the suffix -j/z. 

Megrelian oriji, orinji ‘neat’, orji ‘cow’ are considered Armenian loans (see HAB 
2: 56b with ref.) If this is correct, and if the labial initial does not have an 
inner-Megrelian explanation, one is tempted to compare it with the OArm. 
hypothetical *u/wrinj- (see above). 

The initial h- in the Eastern dialects may be explained through contamination 
with heru ‘last year’, which underlies a few derivatives meaning ‘a male or female 
calf between one and two years old’ mostly in Van and the adjacent dialects (see 
Aéafean 1913: 657b). 

Alternative 1): Ararat erinj "a three-year-old sprout of grapes which is replanted 
separately' is reminiscent of Gr. dpivía: &áuneAoc Ev Kpyty ‘vineyard’ (Hesychius), 
perhaps from *trisniieh;-, cf. Alb. trishe < *trisieh;- ‘offshoot, seedling, sapling’ 
and SCr. trs < *triso- ‘grapevine, reed’ (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 644b). This may 
be a word of substratum (Mediterranean/Pontic) origin. The Armenian word may be 
identical with the protoform of the Greek: *trisniieh;- > Arm. *e-rinj is formally 
impeccable. 

Alternative 2): Arm. erinj *young cow’ belongs with the above-mentioned Lith. 
éras ‘lamb’, etc. and may be derived from *h,(e)Hr-inie>-, cf. Skt. paryarini- f. ‘cow 
which has its first calf after a year". 


erkan, i-stem, a-stem : GDSg erkan-i (Bible), GDPI erkan-i-c ' (Yovhannes Erznkac‘i, 
13-14" cent.), ISg erkan-a-w (Vardan Arewelc‘i, 13" cent.), erkan-a-c‘ (Grigoris 
Arsaruni, 7-8" cent.) ‘(hand-)mill’ (see Clackson 1994: 92) (Bible+). 
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eDIAL Preserved in numerous dialects; everywhere as a frozen plural *e/arkan-k‘, 
except for Agulis árkan [HAB 2: 61b; Acarean 1935: 349]. The a- is only found in 
E and SE margins, Agulis, Larabat, Juta, etc. 

eETYM Since Bugge (1889: 15), connected with Skt. grävan- m. 'pressing-stone, 
stone used to press Soma’ (RV+), Toch. B kärwene ‘stone’, Olc. kvern ‘hand-mill’, 
Lith. girna, girnos ‘millstone’, OCS Zrony, Russ. zérnov m., Zérna f. ‘hand-mill’, 
Czech Zernov, Zerna, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 444-445; HAB 2: 61]. 

Meillet (1894: 159-160) suggested a complicated scenario: *e"erwná > Arm. 
*kergan > *kerkan > erkan. Later he rejected this view (apud HAB 2: 61a) and 
derived erkan from *g"räwanä with the development *-awa- > -a- [Meillet 1908-09: 
354-355]. The protoform *erkawan is unnecessary, since, in view of Lith. girna, 
etc., Arm. erkan can go back to PIE *e"r(e)h;-n-. On the prothetic vowel, see 
2.1.17.4. 

Arm. erkan is an i-stem and/or an a-stem. I wonder if it can be derived from PIE 
dual *-ih;-. See also s.v. alawrfi). 


erkayn, i-stem (GDPI erkayn-i-c‘ in Philo) ‘long’ (in both temporal and spatial 
aspects) (Bible). Both aspects are illustrated by passages from the Bible, e.g.: 
erkayn paranaw ` oyoivíq uakpæ (Isaiah 5.18); erkayn awurbk' : waxpotnta ńuepõv 
(Psalms 20.5). 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.16 (1913-1991: 51'!'5 transl. Thomson 1978: 99): 
erkaynajew blur mi “a long hill”; hovit imn dastajew ew erkaynajig “a wide meadow 
like a plain". 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Satax herken [M. Muradyan 1962: 195b], Moks, 
Ozim herken, and Mus, Alaskert h’ergen (HAB 2: 61a; Acatyan 1952: 258; Orbeli 
2002: 277, textual illustrations from the folklore: 965, 125, Nrs. 1, 11, 13) point to 
*y-erkayn; see 2.3.1. None of the dialects (including Larabal, etc.) has an initial 
(voiceless) h-. 
eETYM See s.v. erkar ‘long’. 


erkar, a-stem according to NHB, with no references; A¢afyan (HAB 2: 61b) cites two 
late attestations (both in Elias, comm. on Aristotle): ISg erkar-i-w (i-stem), GDPI 
erkar-a-c‘ (a-stem) ‘long’ (in both temporal and spatial aspects) (Bible+). In 
Lamentations 5.20 (and not 7.20 as in NHB and HAB): minc ew erkar Zamanaks : 
EIS MAKPOTHTA NUEDOV. 

For the spatial aspect, cf. the following passages from Movses Xorenac‘i: vihs 
erkars “wide caverns” (1.16 — 1913= 1991: 54”; transl. Thomson 1978: 101; see 
s.v. anjaw for the full passage); merj i learn mi erkar yerkre barjrut‘eamb “near to a 
mountain that rose high from the earth” (1.26: 75'"'; transl. 115); andamovk' erkar 
“with long limbs" (2.5: 107-5). 

y-erkar ‘long time’ (Bible-). In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.12 (1913-1991: 270'"*; 
transl. Thomson 1978: 265): yerkar hiwandac ‘eal vaxcanec ‘aw ` “after a long illness 
he died". 
eDIAL Ararat, T'iflis, Rodost‘o ergar ‘long’, Ha&tarxan erkar ‘far away’, Juta 
y'etkar or yetkar ‘far away’ [HAB 2: 61b; Aéarean 1940: 361a]. Acaryan does not 
account for the abnormal -t- in the Juta form. In 1940: 55, he compares the 
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development ye- > y’e- to that found in yet ‘back, behind’ > y’et, but does not 
specify the origin of -t-. 

eETYM Since Meillet (1924: 1-4), connected with Gr. dypdc, Dor. dapdc ‘lasting 
long’, Lat. düro ‘to make/become hard; to endure, last out, survive’, Skt. dürá- ‘far’ 
(RV+), etc., through the sound change *dw- > Arm. -rk- (< *dueh;-ro-); also related 
with erkayn ‘long’ (see HAB 2: 60-61; Jahukyan 1982: 75), cf. Gr. div ‘long, far’ < 
*órpav- [de Lamberterie 1992: 257]. However, the sound change is uncertain (see 
2.1.22.6), and -ar and -ayn are said to possibly reflect the Armenian suffixes; for a 
discussion, see also Clackson 1994: 112-115; Olsen 1999: 198-199, 204, 280-284, 
772 (who considers the etymology indisputable and prefers restoring *duh;-ro-); 
Kortlandt 1989: 47-50 = 2003: 92-95; Harkness 1996: 13-14; Beekes 2003: 
199-200; Viredaz 2003: 6313 (who, like Olsen, prefers *duh;-ro-; see also HAB s.v. 
tew duration"). 

Szemerenyi (1985: 794-795) derives Arm. erkar from *eri-dwaros (cf. Gr. épi- 
‘very’, etc.). The other etymology which connects erkar with Lith. erdvas ‘wide, 
spacious’ (Meillet 1896: 150) is favoured by Kortlandt 2003: 95 (an addendum to 
his 1989 paper). However, the etymology is uncertain since the Lithuanian accent 
and Skt. árdha- ‘side, part, region’ point to a *-d”- [Clackson 1994: 113; Beekes 
2003: 200]. 

Pisani (1934: 184; 1950: 1783) derives Arm. erkar and erkayn from *gra- (cf. 
Lat. grandis) and compares the formation of erkayn with that of /ayn ‘broad’. 
Sceptical: Clackson 1994: 113. Cf. also Kortlandt 2003: 93, 95. The irregular -t- in 
Jula y'etkar or yetkar ‘far away’ strikingly reminds the initial *d- of the PIE 
proto-form. However, there can hardly be any relation with it. The -¢- must rather be 
interpreted as secondary (perhaps contamination with y-er ‘back, behind"). 


erkiwt, i-stem: [Sg erkiwt-i-w, GDPl erkiwt-i-c ‘, etc. ‘fear’ (Bible+). There are variant 
spellings with -iw/ew alternation, or without -w-. For instance: ISg erkiliw (vars. 
erkiwliw, erkewliw) in Deuteronomy 28.22 (Cox 1981: 184): harc 'e zk'ez t[e]r <...> 
ew xt'iwk' ew erkiliw (vars. erkiwliw, erkewliw) ew xorsakaw ` matadaı oe kópiog 
<...> Kal épetiou® Kal póvæ xai &áveuogÜopía. For the full passage, see s.v. xet‘ 
“bite, pain’. Here, Arm erki(w)? seems to render Gr. góvoc ‘murder, slaughter; death 
as a punishment’ and, therefore, implies a meaning like ‘death threat, fear for 
death/murder, etc.’. 
eDIAL Salmast yerkul, Juta yergul, Ararat yergut, T‘iflis yirgut, Mu& y 'ergul, Ozim 
yerkot [HAB 2: 65b; Aéatyan 1940: 361a; 1952: 258]. (Some of) the dialect forms 
may be literary loans, as is suggested for e.g. uła yergut (see Aéatean 1940: 56). 
eETYM Belongs to erkn ‘labour pains; fear’ (q.v.). Klingenschmitt (1982: 79, 823) 
derives erkiwl, i-stem ‘fear’ from *dwi-tl-i-, and de Lamberterie (1992: 257) from 
*dwi-tlo-, whereas Olsen (1999: 101-102, 270,64) prefers reconstructing *du(e)i-plo- 
or *dui-pli- (cf. the Germanic word for ‘doubt’: OHG zwifal, etc.), which is more 
attractive. 

See also s.v. erku ‘two’ and 2.1.22.6. 


erkn, mostly pl.: NPI erkun-k‘, APl erkun-s, GDP1 erkan-c' ‘labour pains, pang (of 
childbirth); fear, grief, sorrow’; erknem ‘@divw’; erkné‘im ‘to fear’ (aor. erkeay, 
imper. erkir); erk-&‘-ot ‘coward’. See also s.v. erkiwt ‘fear’ (Bible+). For the two 
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basic meanings of erkn cf. e.g. the following passages: orpés erkn ylwoy ` deen ý 
aoiv qj Ev yaotpi Exovon (lThessalonians 5.3); Surf elen zinew erkunk' mahu : 
zepi£ayov ue dives Vavatov (Psalms 17.5). 

Apart from the passage from 1Thessalonians 5.3 (see above), the singular form 
erkn is found, together with the verb erknem, in the famous epic song (with 
wonderful alliteration of the sequence erk-) on the birth of Vahagn recorded by 
Movsés Xorenac‘i (1.31: 1913-1991: 85-86; transl. Thomson 1978: 123): Erkner 
erkin, erkner erkir, erkner ew covn cirani; erkn i covun uner ew zkarmrikn elegnik : 
*Heaven was in travail, earth was in travail, the purple sea was also in travail; in the 
sea travail also gripped the red reed". 
eETYM As is shown by Aéaryan (HAB 2: 65a), all these words contain a root *erk- 
which he, following Dervischjan (1877: 68), connects with Gr. ó£oc n. ‘fear’, ĝervóç 
‘fearful’, óeíóc ‘to fear’, Lat. dirus ‘fearful’, Skt. dvesti ‘to hate’, Av. duuaeda 
‘threat’, MPers. bes- ‘grief, sorrow, enmity’, etc. For -nc - cf. mart-nc -im ‘to fight? 
vs. mart (i-stem) ‘fight, war’ (both Bible+), etc. On the verb morphology, see 
Tumanjan 1971: 337; Jahukyan 1982: 182; Klingenschmitt 1982: 78-79. 

Pedersen (1906: 398-399 — 1982: 176-177) rejects the connection and derives 
erkn-¢‘im from PIE *perg"-, cf. OHG furhten ‘to fear, be frightened’. This 
etymology is accepted by Kortlandt (2003: 7, and, with hesitation, 95). The anlaut 
*pe- would yield Arm. *he-, however (cf. Clackson 1994: 224-225}, with 
references; Harkness 1996: 14; Viredaz 2003: 63-64,,). 

Frisk (1966: 259-262 — 1944: 11-14) and Schindler (1975; see also Arbeitman / 
Ayala 1981: 25;; Klingenschmitt 1982: 238-239; de Lamberterie 1992: 257) connect 
Arm. erkn with Gr. dän ‘pain’ and Olr. idu ‘pain’. Sceptical: Beekes 2003: 199; 
for the discussion, see Clackson 1994: 123-124; Harkness 1996: 14; Viredaz 2003: 
63,4. The search for alternative etymologies seems unnecessary. PIE *duei- ‘to fear 
is considered a derivation of the word for ‘two’; similarly, Arm. *erk(-n-) “fear; 
labour pains’ is best derived from erku ‘two’ (q.v.); see the references at HAB 2: 
64-65, as well as Meillet 1894a: 235; Kortlandt 1989: 47, 51 = 2003: 91, 95; 
Clackson 1994: 116; cf. Viredaz 2003: 62,5. For a semantic analysis, see Benveniste 
1954: 254-255. Note also numerous Armenian formations meaning ‘to doubt’ which 
are derived from erku ‘two’ (see s.v.). Further, cf. Toch. AB wi- ‘to frighten’ 
[Schindler 1966a; Adams 1999: 599]. 

Clackson (1994: 116) states that Acaryan (HAB 2: 64-65) connected the nouns 
erk, o-stem ‘work, labour’ (Bible+) and erkn ‘(labour) pains’. In reality, Acaryan 
(HAB 2: 58a, 64-65) rejects this connection suggested by NHB, Bugge, Pedersen, 
and Frisk, and treats the latter as an Iranian loan, cf. Pahl. rk ‘work, labour’, etc. 
(see also Szemerényi 1985: 795; Jahukyan 1987: 163, 525; Viredaz 2003: 6527). 
However, the connection is semantically possible; cf. Lat. labor, Engl. labour, 
travail, etc. Viredaz (ibid.) suggests the same origin also for Arm. herk ‘tilth’ (q.v.). 


erku (NPI erku-k‘, API erku-s, GDPI erku-c*, IPl erku-k*) ‘two’ (Bible+). 

Numerous derivatives, some of them meaning ‘to doubt’: y-erkuanam ‘to doubt, 
hesitate’ (Bible+), y-erku-umn ‘doubt’, (y-)erku-an-k' ‘doubt’ (John Chrysostom), 
y-erku-akan ‘doubtful’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i), erk-mt-em ‘to doubt, hesitate’ = erk- ‘two’ 
+ mit ‘mind’ (Bible+), etc. One might consider these forms with the meaning 
‘doubt’ to be calqued from Gr. Öioralo ‘to hesitate, be uncertain, doubt’ (cf. Skt. 
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dvi-sth-a- ‘double’, etc.); cf. e.g. Matthew 28.17: yerkuac'an = &óío:acav = 
dubitaverunt [Nestle/Aland 87]. However, the evidence is rich, and the forms are 
also attested in non-translational works (Eznik Kotbac‘i, Movses Xorenac‘i, etc.), so 
that we are rather dealing with the same semantic pattern. The same erk- is also 
found in erkewan ‘fearful doubt’ (John Chrysostom, Philo, etc.), and, probably, 
erkné‘im ‘to fear’, erkiwt ‘fear’, etc. (s.vv.). The meaning ‘fearful doubt’ unifies the 
meanings of the two sets of words, namely ‘doubt’ and ‘fear’. Note also 
y-erkuan-ok‘ erkiwtali “with fearful doubts” (John Chrysostom [NHB 2: 358b]). 

In derivatives: *erko- in erko-tasan ‘twelve’; *erki-, cf. erkeam < *erki-am ‘two 
years’ (Bible+), erkeriwr < *erki-hariwr ‘two hundred’ (Bible+), erkewan (see 
above), etc. 

On erkic's ‘twice, again’ (Bible+), see s.v. kic‘ ‘conjoined’. On erkir ‘second’ 
(Dionysius Thrax, Philo; the dialect of Moks?), see s.v. krkin. 

For erk-ti and erk-ör, see s.v. ti ‘day’. 
eDIAL erku is ubiquitous in the dialects. When declining, the Western dialects use 
erku-k‘, and the Eastern ones erku-s [HAB 2: 67b]. For Maras, Mélik‘-Dawit‘pek 
(1896: 230a) records erku ‘two’, irkusabt‘i ‘Monday’, as well as harku, which he 
considers to be “another distortion (afawatumn) of the numeral erku”. 

In definite usage: Larabal *erku-n-; e.g. in HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 425": ink‘ ar im 
t ‘ep ‘urneras erkuna “take two of my feathers". 

On Moks erkvin (and *erkir?) ‘for the second time’, see s.v. krkin. 

ClArm. erkok‘in, erkok'ean ‘both’ (Bible+) has been preserved in Larabat 
arkak ‘an, e/urkók'an, Metri arkdk‘en [AcarLiak 1, 1952: 325-326; Davt‘yan 1966: 
348; Alayan 1954: 179-180, 268a]. Karéewan has yarkén [H. Muradyan 1960: 110, 
193a]. On these forms, see 2.2.4.2. 
eETYM From the PIE word for ‘two’: Gr. övo, Skt. dva-, etc.; the final -u points to a 
dual form *duo-h;, cf. Skt. NADu dva m. ‘two’ (RV+), or *duöu, cf. Skt. NADu 
d(u)váu m. ‘two’ (RV+); *erko- (in erko-tasan ‘twelve’, erkok'in or erkok'ean 
*both") and erki- (see above) go back to *duo- and *dui- respectively [HAB 2: 
66-67; Jahukyan 1959: 253; 1982: 75, 127; 1987: 119]. On erko-, see also Meillet 
1903: 227; Viredaz 2003: Gin, Weitenberg (1981: 87-88) assumes that erko- is an 
inner-Armenian development from *erku-tasan, as antocin from *antucin (see s.v.). 

The development of PIE *dw- in Armenian has been extensively discussed; see 
2.1.22.6. Bugge (1889: 42; 1890: 121); 1892: 457; 1899: 61; positively: Meillet 
1894: 160) assumed that PIE *duö yielded Arm. *ku, to which er- from erek‘ ‘three’ 
was added; see also Pisani 1934: 185; Szemerényi 1985: 790-792, 794. Meillet 
(ibid.) also connects krkin ‘double, again’ and ku? *Doppelung, das Doppelte’ (q.v.). 
Others postulate a sound change *dw- > Arm. -rk- with subsequent regular addition 
of prothetic e-, assuming that in Arkin a metathesis -rk- > kr- (or a dissimilation) 
took place [Meillet 1900: 393-394; 1908/09: 353-354; 1936: 51; HAB 2: 66-67, 
681]. 

Kortlandt severely criticizes this view and advocates *dw- > *k-. Viredaz (2003: 
6316) points out, however, that ‘two’ hardly ever undergoes contamination from 
other numerals. For a discussion, see 2.1.22.6; see also s.vv. erkar, erkn, kes, koys», 
krkin, krtser, kul, kic <. 

On erkic ‘s ‘twice, again’ and erkir ‘second’, see s.vv. kic‘ and krkin respectively. 
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*ernjak ‘spider’. 
eDIAL Axalc'xa *ernjak ‘spider’ [Amatuni 1912: 149b], Karin ernjak ‘id.’ 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 392a]; cf. also Erznka erunjek ‘spider-web’ [Kostandyan 
1979: 152b]. 
eETYM Aëatvan (HAB 2: 68b) cites s.v. erinj ‘heifer, young cow’ (q.v.), not 
specifying the semantic motivation. 

If indeed from erinj, *ernj-ak 'spider' may refer to the Mother Goddess 
Anahit-Astlik, which was associated with heifers, probably also, like the Greek 
Athena, with weaving; cf. the Lydian Arachne, metamorphosed into a spider by 
Athena (see e.g. Weinberg/Weinberg 1956; Taxo-Godi apud MifNarMir 1: 98b); 
Arm. dial. *mam-uk ‘spider’, derived from mam ‘mother; grandmother’ (see 
3.5.2.1). 

Alternative: PArm. *erVnj- ‘spider’ from a Mediterranean substratum, cf. Gr. 
apaxvn f. ‘spider; spider’s web’, Lat. araneus m. ‘spider’, aranea f. ‘spider; cobweb, 
spider's web’, perhaps also OEngl. renge, rynge ‘spider; spider's web’ < *raknia (on 
these forms, see Beekes 1969: 34). One reconstructs substr. *(a)rVK n-(i)eh;- or 
*(a)rVk(s)n-(i)eh;-. Arm. *e-rVnj may reflect *raKn-ieh;- > *ra(K)nj- > *e-ranj, 
with regular prothetic e- before initial r-. Attractive, but risky. 

Other alternatives: Compare Pahl. eraxtan, éranj- ‘to inflict damage, or loss; to 
blame, condemn, damn’, érang ‘blame, condemnation; error, heresy’ (see 
MacKenzie 1971: 30; Nyberg 1974: 71-72). The spider may be seen as ‘harmful’ or 
‘heathen, demonic, abominable’, see 3.5.2. Further, compare Xotorjur *xranj 
“spider, etc.’, see 3.5.2.5. 


ernj(n)ak (spelled also as ernjay, ernjan, erncnak, erincan, erincak, eriznak) ‘a 
thorny edible plant’. MidArm. medical literature (see HAB 2: 68; MijHayBar 1, 
1987: 203-204). 
eDIAL Relatively widespread in the dialects, mostly reflecting the forms *ernjn-ak 
and *ernjn-uk (Ararat also eranjanuk), see HAB 2: 68b; also Moks eranjinak 
‘cbheqoOHoe Kontoyee pacteHHe’ [Orbeli 2002: 225]. For the semantic description, 
see Amatuni 1912: 184 (also 177a, s.v. ersnak?); HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 392a. On 
Axalc'xa ernjak ‘spider’, see s.v. *ernjak. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 68b) derives from erinj ‘heifer, young cow’, introducing 
semantic parallels from Turkish and Megrelian. Compare also Gr. &pipıov (gloss) 
‘Rubus agrestis’ [blackberry or the like], dimin. of &pıposg ‘kid’, possibly related to 
Arm. erinj (q.v.). 


ewt‘n (secondary eawt'n), an-stem: GDPI e(a)wt'an-c' ‘seven’ (Bible+); e(a)wt‘an- 
asun, i-stem: GDPI -asn-i-c‘ ‘seventy’ (Bible+); e(a)wt‘n-erord, a-stem: GDSg -i, 
GDP! -a-c‘ ‘seventh’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The form eawt'n = eot'n is ubiquitous in the dialects, and eot'anasun is 
widespread [HAB 2: 74]. A considerable number of dialects have a final -xt, on 
which see AcarHLPatm 2, 1951: 403; Weitenberg 1996: 96-99; Ervandyan 2007: 33. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *septm 'seven': Skt. saptá, YAv. hapta-, MPers. haft, Gr. 
enta, Lat. septem, Goth. sibun, etc. Klaproth 1831: 107b; NHB 1: 706b; 
Hübschmann 1897: 445; HAB 2: 74; Pokorny 1959: 909; Ravnes 1991: 100; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 402. 


ewt 271 


The origin of Arm. -a- is not entirely clear. For phonological problems, in 
particular for a discussion of ew : eaw, see HAB ibid.; Meillet 1936: 32, 45-46; 
Greppin 1975a: 50-51; Alayan 2003: 101, 259-262. Winter 1966: 202 assumes a 
blend of ewt n and *awt"n, not specifying *awt'n (sceptical Greppin 1975a: 51). The 
latter is now interpreted as PArm. ordinal *(s)awt'n- from *sptmó- ‘7™ (Kortlandt 
1994a: 254 = 2003: 99; Beekes 1995: 214, 216). 

Note that the form ewt 'n has not been preserved in any form of Armenian, and the 
non-classical eawt‘n can be considered as the outcome of a regular phonetic 
development seen also in geaw? ‘village’, čeawł ‘branch’ (see Weitenberg 1996: 96- 
99). That the ordinal has played a role should also be taken into consideration. For 
further references on phonological problems of this word, in particular the initial *s-, 
see s.v. hin ‘old’. 


ewl, o-stem: GDSg iw#-oy ‘oil’ (Bible+); dial. almost exclusively *ef. 

Some Biblical attestations taken from critical or diplomatic editions (I first cite 
the form found in the basic text of these editions and then the variant readings): 

Genesis: AccSg iwl in 28.18 (var. ewi, 3x ef) and 35.14 (2x ef), see Zeyt‘unyan 
1985: 274, 311. 

Deuteronomy: AccSg ei in 28.51and 32.14 (vars. ewf, iwf), z-ewl in 7.13 and 
11.14 (vars. z-iwl, z-ewf), GSg el-u in 8.8 (var. iwloy, once efwu), z-eloy in 14.22 
(vars. zewloy, zewiwoy, ziwloy, ziwto) and 18.4 (vars. zelwoy, zewloy, ziwtoy), ISg 
itov in 28.40 (vars. ewlov, iwtov), see Cox 1981: 187, 205, 109, 124, 112, 137, 149, 
186, respectively. 

Daniel: ISg ewfov in 10.3 [Cowe 1992: 209]. 

It appears that Deuteronomy is more inclined to NAccSg el and GSg et-u or eloy. 
In view of the form Zei in almost all the dialects, one is tempted to treat el as 
archaic. But it is not certain that the manuscripts which underly the basic text of Cox 
are reliable. It is remarkable, for instance, that the basic text in Cox 1981: 214-215 
has iwr ‘his own’ in Deuteronomy 33.24, although the variant reading allative y- 
iwl/y-ewt appears to be original since it exactly corresponds to év &Aaıiw of the Greek 
text. Further, note the conflicting evidence within the same text: gen. eł-u vs. gen. (z- 
Jet-o-y and instr. if-o-v. The only occurrence of ef-u is in 8.8 (Cox 1981: 112): erkir 
Jit'eneac' elu ew melu : yn éhatacg éhatov xai péditog. One might think of the 
influence of met-u ‘of honey’ in the same passage. Gen. ef-u is also found in Nersés 
Snorhali (12" cent.). 

The classical paradigm is usually reconstructed as follows: nom. ewf, gen. iwioy 
[Meillet 1913: 18, 180a; 1936: 63; Matzinger 2006: 72]. See also s.v. giwt ‘village’. 
For a discussion of related orthographic problems, see Weitenberg 1993a: 67; 2006. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. All the forms represent *e/, apart from Jula u? [HAB 
2: 252]. 
eETYM Since NHB, Petermann, Windischmann and others, connected with Gr. 
&ala, Att. Aiëo, Ion. hain f. *olive-tree; olive’, aros m. ‘wild olive’, &aıov n. 
*olive-oil; anointing-oil; any oily substance’ and Lat. oliva [HAB 2: 252a]. 
Hübschmann (1897: 393-394; see also Olsen 1999: 954) places this correspondence 
in the list of loans of uncertain origin, pointing out that the Armenian word cannot 
have been borrowed from Greek. Then he adds: “Gehören sie überhaupt zusammen 
und wie?”. 
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Usually regarded as a Mediterranean word [HAB 2: 252a; Frisk 1: 480; Jahukyan 
1985: 158]. Aéafyan (1937: 3) treats the Armenian and the Greek words as 
borrowed from Phrygian or from the Aegean civilization. Mentioning the 
Mediterranean theory, Jahukyan (1987: 307, 3079, 466, with ref.) also notes Akkad. 
ulü(m) ‘fine oil, butter’. 

As is shown by Lat. oliva, the Greek word must be reconstructed as *&aıp- [Frisk 
1: 480]. One wonders, thus, if the Armenian can derive from something like 
*el(e/a)iw- through metathesis or anticipation. See also Beekes 2003: 205 and 
Clackson 2004-05: 157. 

Matzinger (2006) rejects the connection with Gr. Zierov and derives the 
Armenian from QIE *se/oib-lo-, a derivative of PIE *seib- ‘to pour, rain, sift’, cf. 
Gr. eißo ‘to drop’, Toch. A sep-, sip- ‘to anoint’ and especially sepal ‘Salbe, Fett’. 
On this root, see also s.v. hiwt‘ ‘moisture’. However, one might expect metathesis 
*_bl- > Arm. -Ip-, although all the known examples are with *-r- (see Jahukyan 
1982: 73-74; Beekes 2003: 206-207). It is easier to assume *se/oip-lo- relying upon 
the IE by-form *seip- (see Pokorny 1959: 894). 

Kortlandt 2008 identifies ew? with Gr. oc, Alb. gjälpe ‘butter’, Skt. sarpis- n. 
‘molten butter, lard’, Germ. Salbe ‘ointment’, Toch. A sälip, B salype, “with regular 
loss of *p before *o" between stages 10 and 12 of his chronology (Kortlandt 2003: 
28f). However, I know of no secure examples for the development *po > o in a non- 
initial position. 

On the whole, the Mediterranean origin (with Gr. čarov ‘oil’) of Arm. ew! seems 
more plausible, although the details remain unclear. 


Z 


zaysaysem ‘to fear’, attested only in Timot'eos Kuz (Timothy Aelurus), see Acarean 
1908-09a, 1: 370a“'®. According to Aéatyan (HAB 2: 78a), identical with zaysel, 
which is found in Bafgirk‘ hayoc‘ rendered as zangitel, kam apsil, kam yimaril (see 
Amalyan 1975: 98"”'). This implies that zaysaysem is a reduplicated form. 

eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 

In my view, zaysem and zaysaysem are composed as follows: z-ays-em and 
z-ays-ays-em, respectively. The root can be identified with ays ‘an evil spirit, 
demon’ (q.v.). This is corroborated by z-ays-ot, which is glossed in Bafgirk* hayoc‘ 
by ClArm. diw-a-har ‘struck by a demon’ (see Amalyan 1975: 98™*), and 
ays-a-har ‘id.’, ays-ot, glossed as div-a-har and diw-ot, respectively (ibid. 17*95*5, 
That the striking by a demon causes fear is clearly seen from, e.g., Srvanjteanc‘ 2, 
1982: 389. The very word ays-a-harim ‘to be struck by a demon’ (ClArm.), although 
not recorded in dialectological dictionaries and Ararat/Lori glossaries that are 
available to me, is still in use in Lori and in colloquial Armenian of, for example, 
Kirovakan (nowadays named Vanajor), in the meaning ‘to be frightened'. See also 
s.v. *t'it'l-ot. 


zaram, a-stem: GDPI zaram-a-c' ‘senile’ (Book of Chries, Paterica, “Carontir’). 
Derivatives: in Ephrem, Yovhannés Ojnec‘i, Alexander Romance, etc. 


zatik 273 


eETYM Interpreted as prefix z- + prefix ar- + am ‘year, age’ (q.v.); similarly: 
zaranc 'em ‘to be delirious (of drunkenness or especially of senility)’ = z- + ar- + 
anc“- ‘to pass’ [HAB 1: 143a, 213a; 2: 80b; M. Muradyan 1975: 63, 64; Jahukyan 
1987: 243]. 

It is possible that zaram contains am ‘year; age’. Similarly, zaranc ‘- may contain 
anc'- ‘to pass, surpass, be destroyed, etc.’ (Bible+; dialectally ubiquitous); 
typologically cf. anc ‘eal zawurbk' ‘become old, aged’, rendering Gr. npoßeßnkotes 
"uepóv in Genesis 18.11, zpofefnxvia Ev ruépaig in Luke 1.18 and 2.36. Besides, 
next to zaranc' there are also other formations such as z-anc - and ar-anc‘- (see 
HAB 1: 213a). 

Nevertheless, the first part *zar (especially in zaram ) is unlikely to be a 
combination of the prefixes z- and ar-. It could rather mean ‘old’; cf. cer-awurc' ‘of 
old days/age’ (Ephrem, see NHB 1: 1014b). One may therefore revive the old 
attempts (rejected in HAB 2: 80b), interpreting Arm. zaram as borrowed from the 
Iranian word for ‘old, senile, decrepit’, cf. Pahl. zarman ‘old man; old age, 
decrepitude', Oss. zerond ‘old’, etc. Probably, the Armenian forms comprise that 
Iranian word, but have been reinterpreted as containing the prefixes z- and ar-. 


zaranc‘em ‘to be delirious (of drunkenness or especially of senility)’, attested in 
P‘awstos Buzand, Philo, John Chrysostom, etc. 

In P‘awstos Buzand 5.35 (1883=1984: 200, lines 2ff; transl. Garsoian 1989: 216): 
k‘aj arbeal ic'e ew mtok' zaranc'eal yarbec‘ut‘ené <...>. Ew elew ibrew anc'in 
zaranc ‘in i ginwoyn, ast c'ap' anc‘anelov, <...> : “has drunk a great deal and that 
his mind is overcome with drink, <...>. And it so happened that they were overcome 
with wine, having gone beyond measure, <...>”. 

@ETYM See s.v. zaram. 


zatik, a-stem: GDSg zatk-i, abundant in the Bible [Astuacaturean 1895: 508-509]; 
only in Cyril of Jerusalem: GDPI zatk-a-c‘ ‘sacrifice; Passover; Resurrection feast, 
Easter; feast’; dial. also ‘ladybug’ (Bible+). According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 82b), 
the original meaning 1s 'sacrifice', attested in John Chrysostom. L. Hovhannisyan 
(1990: 240) accepts this, although his textual illustrations are not convincing. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, also in the meaning ‘ladybug, Coccinella septem- 
punctata’. The general meaning ‘feast’? seems to be present in Aynt‘ap (Turkish- 
speaking Arm.) *sarp ‘inayi zatik (see Alafean 1913: 958b). 
eSEMANTICS For a deeper understanding of the semantic field of zatik, one should 
consider the following two patterns of the formation of ladybug-names: (1) ‘cow of 
God’: Russ. boz?ja korovka, Lith. diévo karvyté; Roman. vaca domnului, etc.; (2) 
‘(bug of the) Virgin Mary’: Lith. dievo maryte; Germ. Marienkäfer, Engl. ladybug, 
etc. (see Toporov 1979; 1981a; and Toporov apud MifNarMir 1: 181-182). 

Both patterns are represented in Armenian dialects: (1) Larabat *astucoy 
kov/eznak [Acarean 1913: 141]; (2) Aréak (Van) mayram xat'un ‘the Lady Mariam’ 
[Ser. Avagyan 1978: 150]. 

Concerning the evidence from Larabat, the following must be taken into account. 
The expression *astcu kov/ezn is recorded by Lalayan (2, 1988: 23, 169). First, he 
mentions asícu kov, astcu ezn, zatik in his list of insect(-names) (p. 23). One might 
think that these are different insects, but they are not. Then (p. 169), he states that 
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the insect called astcu kov or zatik is venerated, and no one kills it. Here the Russian 
equivalent (boz’ja korovka) is mentioned, too. Since Lalayan’s work is first 
published in 1897-1898, one might wonder whether the expression has been calqued 
by Lalayan himself, and Aéaryan has taken it from Lalayan. This is improbable, 
however. Besides, note the variant with ezn ‘bullock’. Finally, there is also Larabat 
kavkav [Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan, FW 2003]. 

Comparing these data with the semantic field of zatik and bearing in mind the 
well-known sacred heifers of Anahit, I conclude that the Armenian word originally 
meant ‘sacrificial animal (particularly cow or heifer) devoted to / representing the 
Goddess; spring festival of the cow sacrifice'. In earlier times, zatik was indeed a 
public matat; cf., e.g., Lisic‘yan 1969: 272. 
eETYM Since Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.), associated with zat(an)em ‘to divide, 
separate’ (a z-prefixation of hatanem ‘to cut’, q.v.), with different semantic 
motivations such as: separating from the heathen; passover, etc.; see HAB 2: 82-83. 
Olsen (1999: 459, 459545) advocates this etymology, treating zatik as a verbal noun 
(“gerundial derivative") with the suffix -ik; cf. martik, a-stem ‘fighting / contesting 
place, stadium (John Chrysostom); fighter, warrior’ from martnc'im ‘to fight’. I 
accept this analysis, although the type is rare. However, the semantic development is 
not explained properly. No wonder that Aéaryan leaves the origin of the word open. 
I accept the interpretation of Jahukyan (1991: 38-39), who compares the semantic 
field of tawn ‘feast’ < *‘sacrificial animal/meal’ (q.v.). 

According to Hovhannisyan (1990: 240), zatik ‘sacrifice’ is an Iranian borrowing; 
cf. Pahl. zadan, zan- ‘to hit, beat, strike, smite’, the present stem zan of which is 
seen in Arm. zenum ‘to slaughter an animal, to sacrifice’. In HAB, a different 
etymology for zenum is given: Y Av. ziiana- f. ‘Schaden’, Pahl. zyan ‘loss, harm, 
damage’ (on these, see MacKenzie 1971: 100; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 602-603). 


z-genum, 3sg.aor. zge-c -a-w, imper. zgec “ir ‘to put on clothes’ (Bible+); z-gest, u- 
stem: GDSg zgest-u, AblSg i zgest-é, IPI zgest-u-k‘ (Bible), GDPI zgest-u-c ' (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i); i-stem: ISg zgest-i-w (Grigor Narekac‘i), GDP zgest-i-c ‘, IPl zgest-i-w-k‘ 
(Patericat); o-stem: ISg zgest-o-v (Pataragamatoyc'k', Grigor Narekac‘i) “dress, 
garment, clothes’ (Bible+); dial. *ge-n/c‘- ‘to put on clothes’, *gest ‘dress, garment, 
clothes’ 
eDIAL Samaxi skest, Sué‘ava sg‘esd ‘church garment’, uła asg‘ic‘ ‘id.’; Agulis 
ask’ anil, Larabat, Lazax kenal ‘to put on clothes’, imper. kéc‘, Samaxi kec ‘(v)il ‘id.’; 
Alaskert, Mus, Xlat‘, Nor Bayazet g ‘est [HAB 2: 88b]. 
eETYM From PIE *ues- ‘to be dressed’: Skt. vaste ‘to be clothed, wear’, Hitt. ues- 
‘to be dressed’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 446; HAB 2: 88 with references; 
Grammont 1918: 243; Pokorny 1959: 1172; Alabekyan 1979: 93; Ravnes 1991: 7-8; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 109; Matzinger 2005: 59. For a thorough analysis, see 
especially Clackson 1994: 178-180. 

The verb (z-)ge-nu- derives from IE *ues-nu-, cf. Gr. Zum ‘to clothe’ (Meillet 
1936: 112, 115-116; K. Schmidt 1980a: 3); the noun (z-)gest, u- and i-stem points to 
*ues-tu- and *ues-ti(h;)- f., cf. Lat. vestis, is f. ‘garments, clothing; clothes; cloth’, 
Goth. wasti ‘garment, dress’, Gr. Hesychius yeoría ‘clothing’, etc. Further see s.vv. 
aganim ‘to put on clothes’, aragast ‘curtain’, zgest ‘dress’. 
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zgest ‘dress, garment, clothes’ 
See s.vv. zgenum ‘to put on clothes’ and ar-ag-ast ‘curtain’. 


zign ‘a kind of marine predator’. 
Only in Hexaemeron; see K. Muradyan 1984: 245, 2577, 373b. 
eETYM Jahukyan (1967: 183, 308) derives it from IE *g"iu- (as opposed to *é"ju-; 
cf. s.v. jukn ‘fish’) in the context of a deviant development of the PIE palatal zéi 
into Armenian fricative z. However, zign is merely a transliteration of its equivalent 
in the Greek original, namely: ¢úyaırva (see K. Muradyan 1984: 373b). Thus, the 


etymology must be abandoned. 


zist, a-stem: GDSg zast-i, AblSg i zast-é, IPl zst-a-w-k' (Bible+), o-stem: IPI zst-o-v-k * 
(Philo) ‘the fleshy parts between the loins and knee’ in Genesis 32.25/26-32/33 
(Zeyt'unyan 1985: 299-301) and Leviticus 3.10; ‘seat in a boat’ (Grigor Narekac‘1). 
eETYM Meillet p.c. apud HAB 2: 96b interprets zist as z- + *hisdo- < IE *si-sd-o-, 
redupl. of *sed- ‘to sit’ seen in nist ‘seat, site’ (q.v.). The connection with nist has 
been suggested already in NHB 1: 736c. Further see Olsen 1999: 72. Compare also 
*pi-sd-o-: OPr. peisda ‘ass’, Russ. pizda ‘vulva’, etc. (Mallory/Adams 1997: 507b). 


zut, o-stem: ISg zt-o-v (3 Kings 6.21) ‘clean, pure, unmixed’ said of gold, thoughts, 
etc. (Bible, Agat‘angetos, John Chrysostom, Nersés Lambronac‘i, etc.), ztem ‘to 
cleanse, purify; to test by fire, purify by melting (said of metals, etc.)’ in Job 22.25 
(see below), Lamentations 4.7, Agat'angelos, Eznik Kolbac'i, John Chrysostom, 
etc.). 

In Job 22.25: Ew etic ‘i Amenakaln awgnakan k'ez i t'Snameac', ew ystak hatusc‘é 

k'ez ibrew zarcat‘ zteal : géotai ĝe 001 ó navrorparwp Pontos ano Exip@v, Kavapov 
dë àzoócoesi oe degen ópyüpiov nenupwugvov “And the Almighty will be a help to 
you from enemies, and he will render you pure as silver tried by fire” [Cox 2006: 
163]. 
@DIAL Axalc‘xa, Ararat, Muš zut, Sebastia, Tigranakert zud [HAB 2: 109a], AlaSkert 
zud and zudar [HAB ibid.; Madat‘yan 1985: 188b], Karin, etc. zudr [HayLezBrbBar 
1, 2001: 425b]"". The verb in Tigranakert has a geminate -dd-, zddel [HAB 2: 109a], 
but Haneyan (1978: 185b) records only zedil. 

The basic meaning of dial. and ModArm. zut(r) is "pure, unmixed’ said of e.g. 
silver, gold, spirit, etc. (Malxaseanc‘ HBB 2: 37b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 425b), 
and the verb zte/ means ‘to purify, cleanse; to purify by melting or straining, 
filtering’ (Malxaseanc‘ HBB 2: 39a). The final -r of *zut-r is unclear. If the meaning 
‘pure, unmixed’ was used also pertaining to ‘honey’, the form *zutr can be 
analogical after mełr ‘honey’. 

A different meaning is found in Hungarian, zutr ‘always, continuously’ [HAB 2: 
109a]. 

e ETYM No etymology in HAB 2: 109a; Olsen 1999: 962. 

Jahukyan (1967: 184, 307-308) derived zut from QIE *g"u-d-o-, cf. Lat. fundo, 
fūdī ‘to pour out, shed; to cast (metals)’, in-fundö ‘to pour in’, etc.; for the etymon 
cf. Gr. yéœw ‘to pour, spill’, yotóç ‘spilled’, etc., see s.v. jew ‘shape’. For the initial z- 


*' In HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 425b one also finds zudi ‘pitch’; this is reminiscent of jiwt‘ 
‘pitch’ (on which see HAB 3: 154). 
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instead of j- Jahukyan (ibid.) lists some comparable examples, such as the dialectal 
doublets jo? and zol ‘stripe of leather’ (on which see Acarean 1913: 323; HAB 3: 
157b). The example of zign ‘a kind of marine predator’ should be abandoned (see 
S.V.). 

Though not maintained in Jahukyan 1987, this etymology is worth of 
consideration. Details remain unclear, however. One may also think of 
contamination with a MIran. form belonging to the same PIE etymon, cf. Av. a@-zuiti- 
f. ‘clarified butter, sacrificial fat’ vs. Skt. á-huti- f. ‘offering’ (RVH, havis- n. 
‘libation, sacrificial liquid, sacrificial substance’ (RV+), hav-, pres. juhoti ‘to 
sacrifice, offer, pour (an oblation, ghee, etc.)’. 


E 


eg, i-stem: GDSg ig-i, several times in the Bible; GDPI ig-i-c‘ in Ephrem, Plato; 
a-stem: GDPI ig-a-c' in “Sarakan” (note that GDSg ig-i presupposes an i- or a-stem, 
and GDP! ig-i-c ‘, pointing to an i-stem, is better attested) ‘female’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Note also T‘iflis *eg hac‘ ‘a kind of ritual bread 
for New Year’ [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 7b], Van eky, gen. ek ‘yu or ik ‘yu “female 
buffalo’ [HAB 2: 116a; Acaryan 1952: 119, 259]. 
eETYM Considered to be a word of unknown origin [HAB 2: 116a; Jahukyan 1990: 
71 (sem. field 2); Olsen 1999: 946]. 

I suggest a comparison with Skt. yósa- f. ‘girl, young woman’ (RV+), yosit- f. 
‘id.’ (RV), MInd. yosia- f. ‘woman’; of unclear origin (connection with yuvan- 
‘young’ is doubtful, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 421). PArm. *eig-i- can be derived 
from "jeus-i(e)h;- or *ieus-it-: > *yew(h)-i- > *yeyw-i- > *eyw-i- > eg, ig-i, with 
anticipation of *-i-; see s.v. ayg. For loss of the initial *y-, see 2.1.6. 


e$, o-stem (abundant evidence in the Bible), u-stem (scarce evidence) ‘donkey’. 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 118a]. 

eETYM Connected with Skt. asva- m. ‘horse, steed’, asva- f. ‘mare’, ásv(i)ya- 
*pertaining to a horse, consisting of horses; possession of horses’, YAv. aspa- m. 
‘horse’, Lat. equus m. ‘horse’, etc., from PIE */;ekuo- ‘horse’, see Pedersen 1905: 
197-198, 205; 1906: 404, 447-449 = 1982: 59-60, 67, 182, 225-227; Aéarean 1908- 
09: 243; HAB 2: 117-118; Mann 1963: 9, 102; Toporov, PrJaz [A-D], 1975: 137; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 544, = 1995: 463,; Mallory/Adams 1997: 274a; 
Blazek 1998; Viredaz 2005-07: 7-9. Not included in the thorough list of cognates by 
Meid 1994: 54. 

Watkins (1970: 7; see also de Lamberterie 1978: 262-266; 2006: 213-223; cf. 
Godel 1975: 85) envisages the semantic shift ‘horse’ > ‘donkey’ in the context of the 
semantic hierarchy between two words for ‘horse’, Arm. es : Skt. ásva- 
(semantically unmarked; "language of men") vs. Arm. ji : Skt. háya- (semantically 
marked; "language of gods"). See 3.12 for references on "language of men" vs. 
"language of gods". 


(Jahukyan 1963: 132; Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 34; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
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560, 915 = 1995: 478 with references, 809; Blazek 1998: 21-22, 24; A. Petrosyan 
2002: 23). Jahukyan (1963: 132, 132244) links the Hurrian word with the derivatives 
Skt. asv(i)ya- ‘pertaining to a horse’, Gr. inzıog “belonging to a horse’. 

For the archaeological background, see Mallory 1982: 209-211. For Caucasian 
and Eurasian parallels, see Blazek 1998: 26-27; Witzel 2003: 17-18, 20. 

Dial. NPI *is-uan(-k‘) seems to be a blend of gen. isu- and pl. is-an(k‘). 
Alternatively, the part *is-v- may presuppose a form with -vi, originally dual (cf. sn- 
vi : Sun ‘dog’ etc., see Karst 1901: 190-192, §§ 245-246). Thus: *is-v(i) + -an(k‘). 
Compare the compounded plural marker -va-ner in the dialect of Van (see Acaryan 
1952: 109). 


*ej- ‘to come/go down, descend; to stay overnight; to calm down’: janem, 1sg.aor. ij- 
i, 3sg.aor. ej, imper. éi (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 619- 
621); ij-awor ‘guest’ (Bible); gj, i-stem: GDSg ij-i, GDPI ij-i-c ', IPI ij-i-w-k' ‘the 
coming/going down, descent' (Koriwn, Ephrem, etc.), ‘page (of a book), column’ 
(Jeremiah 36.23); see also s.v. af-ej “threads running along the length of cloth, 
warp'. 
eDIAL The verb is ubiquitous in the dialects. Kusget (Motkan) isvil refers ‘to go’, 
since the area ist mountainous, and going is equivalent to going down [HAB 2: 
119b; 4: 655b]. 
eETYM Probably from PIE *h,e/oi-g"--: Gr. olyouaı ‘to go (away), leave, disappear’, 
olyvéo ‘to go, come, walk, approach’, Lith. eigd ‘course’, Olr. óegi ‘guest’ < *oig^- 
ét-, perhaps also OCS iti, Isg. ido ‘to go’, etc. (see s.v. *e(h/y)am or *i(h/y)am ‘to 
go’). The Armenian nasal present is probably an innovation based on an older 
present in *-e- or *-ie-, cf. Gr. oiyvew vs. oixouoı. For the etymology and a 
discussion, see Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 1: 311; Pedersen 1906: 425 = 1982: 203; 
HAB 2: 119a, 4: 655b; Pokorny 1959: 296; Frisk s.v.; Klingenschmitt 1982: 207- 
208; Jahukyan 1982: 59; 1987: 121, 436; Beekes 2009 s.v.. 

Armenian demonstrates a semantic shift ‘to go’ > ‘to go down’, cf. the above- 
mentioned dialectal (Kusget) meaning. If the latter does not reflect the original 
meaning, this dialect represents the result of a twofold semantic shift: PIE ‘to go’ > 
Arm. ‘to go down’ > ‘to go’. 


d 


ompem (spelled also as anp/bem several times in Ephrem), suppletive aor. arb-i ‘to 
drink’ (Bible; for the paradigm, see Laragyulyan 1961: 165-166), *ump in the 
compound t‘er-ump/b with t‘eri ‘incomplete’ (Canon Law); ump subst. ‘drink, 
drinking’ (Dionysius Thrax, 6-7" cent., see Adonc‘ 1915-2008: 12). 
eDIAL Xarberd, Nor Naxijewan umb ‘sip, drink’ [HAB 3: 600a], Arabkir *ump 
‘drop’, *omp-ik > ambig ‘a small drop’ [Dawit‘-Bek 1919: 68; HAB 3: 600a], Svedia 
(nursery words) amb-äg, ambu ‘drink’ [HAB 3: 600a; Andreasyan 1967: 220, 360a]. 
eETYM Meillet 1892: 164 derives ampem from IE *pimbo ‘to drink? with Skt. pibati, 
Lat. bibo, Olr. ibid (reduplicated thematic present of the word for ‘to drink’, cf. Gr. 
zivo ‘to drink’, etc.) considering the nasal to be secondary as in Lat. rumpo ‘to 
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burst, break down’ vs. Goth. raupjan ‘to pluck’. In 1896: 155, he posits *and-hipem 
with a question-mark. Similarly, Jahukyan (1987: 144, 187; see also N. Simonyan 
1991: 291) assumes *pibeti > *hipeti and a subsequent addition of and, thus: *and- 
hipe- > ampe-. For a criticism of this view, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 156; Ravnees 
1991: 161,. On the other hand, *en-pib-e/o- has been posited, cf. Lat. im-bibo ‘to 
imbibe’, etc. (Praust 1996: 193-199; Viredaz 2003: 76, 76g5). Later, Meillet 1936: 
134 regards ampem as an obscure present, which is difficult to separate from Skt. 
pibati, Lat. bibo, etc. 

Charpentier 1909: 249-251 starts with the noun ump deriving it from *pö-p-mo- 
(based on a reduplicated form of the same verbal stem, cf. Gr. m@ua < *po-mn 
‘drink’ vs. zivo ‘to drink’) > *pompo- (metathesis) and treating ampem as a 
denominative verb. Hamp 1967: 15-16 (cf. Schmitt 1981: 58; Praust 1996: 188-189) 
suggests a nasal-infix present *pomb- from an earlier *pöb-, the latter being a cross 
of the perfect vocalism zw- with an original *pib-: Skt. pibati, etc. Later he (1975: 
107-109) treats ampem as an ancient IE reduplication with a nasal formation in 
Armenian. 

The appurtenance of ampem to the PIE word for ‘to drink’ is also accepted in 
Pokorny 1959: 840; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 70; Schmitt 1981: 157; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 175b. For further references and other etymological suggestions, see HAB 3: 
599-600; Schmitt 1972-74: 25; Jahukyan 1982: 22855; Clackson 1994: 181. Acaryan 
(HAB ibid.) does not accept any etymology and leaves the origin of the word open. 
For an extensive etymological treatment, see Praust 1996. 

The derivation of ampem from *pimb- reflecting the reduplicated present *pi-ph;- 
with analogical nasal infix is largely accepted (see Hamp 1975: 107-109; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 79, 85, and especially 156; Kortlandt 1987a: 50 — 2003: 80; 
Beekes 1988: 61; 2003: 163, 172; Ravnzs 1991: 161,; Clackson 1994: 216-217 106; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 113). One may assume (basically following Hamp 1975: 
108) that, at a certain age, the morphology of the reduplicated present *hipem 
became opaque; in order to emphasize the suppletive contrast with aor. arb-i, a 
present marker, viz. the nasal suffix -ne- has been added (cf. pres. ar-nem vs. aor. ar- 
ar-i ‘to make’; pres. dnem < *di-ne-mi vs. aor. ed-i ‘to put’; see also s.v. lsem ‘to 
hear’). Thus: *(h)ip-nemi > *inpém(i) with metathesis as in *n-bud"no- > an-dund-k‘ 
‘abyss’ (q.v.). The loss of *h- is difficult, however; it may be due to the pretonic 
position. Alternatively, one may think of and or *h;en- (see above). 

The vocalism of PArm. *(h)imp- is in conflict with ump (late literary attestations 
and a few dialects), as has been pointed out by Hübschmann 1897: 447; 1899: 45. 
However, ump may be analogical (see Meillet 1892: 164; Vogt 1938: 337; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 156; Ravnes 1991: 161,; N. Simonyan 1991: 291; Clackson 
1994: 235314; Praust 1996: 188-189; cf. e.g. nunj vs. ninj and nnjem ‘to sleep’, juny 
vs. jinj and jnjem ‘to clean’. 

For a discussion of the problem of *-b- (> Arm. -p-) in the thematic present 
*pibeti « *pi-ph;-e-ti, see Beekes 1981-82: 113; 1988: 61; 1989: 25; Mayrhofer 
1986: 100, 143, 143,85, 174-175; Schrijver 1991: 412, cf. 147; Lindeman 1997: 120, 
174, 184. 

For the reduplicated present of this type, see also s.v. yip 'anam ‘to be filled to 
repletion, be overfilled, be satiate’ (q.v.), if from QIE *h,en-pi-pl(e)h)- or *h;en-pi- 
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pl(hj)-ne- (cf. the nasal epenthesis or infix in Gr. zi-u-zAq-uu and &u-ziuninu ‘to 
fill’, which is reminiscent of that in ampem ‘to drink"). 


englay-k* ‘a sea-monster or -devil’ (probably female) or ‘eel’, *water-snake". 

The only attestation is found in John Chrysostom: /brew zdews halacakans: ibrew 
zanglayk' covu vnasakars. The word renders Gr. Epivóec, the name of female 
avenging chthonic deities. 
eETYM The etymological proposals are unconvincing. NHB 1: 764b and others (see 
HAB 2: 122a) suggest a connection with ənkłmem, anklnum ‘to sink into the water’. 
Aéaryan (HAB ibid.) leaves the origin of the word open. The root is considered 
identical with gil/git- ‘to roll, stumble’ (q.v.) by M. Muradyan (1975: 57). A. 
Petrosyan (1987: 59, 61, 70) sees in anglay the conjectural theonym *Gel- (cf. 
Anget-), which is interpreted by Petrosyan himself as a reflex of the IE theonym 
*uel- (on which see especially Ivanov/Toporov 1974). According to Lap'ancyan 
(1975: 365), anglay derives from Akkad. Nik(k)al. For a further discussion, see 
Russell 1987: 455. 

I propose to revive the comparison with Lat. anguilla ‘eel’ (possibly from 
*angulla, influenced by anguis ‘snake’), suggested by Durean (1933: 118) in 
passing, with a question mark. Compare Gr &yxeAvg, iufnpic, Lith. ungurys m. ‘eel’, 
Russ. ugor’ m., etc. For a discussion of this etymon I refer to Walde/Hofmann 1, 
1938: 48; Toporov, PrJaz 1, 1975: 88f; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 526, = 1995: 
4444; Mallory/Adams 1997: 176; Katz 1998. Note also Georg. ankara- 
*grass-snake' (Orbeliani) which has been compared with this IE word (Klimov 1994: 
169-170, with ref.). For the semantic association between ‘grass-snake’ and 
‘water-snake’ cf. lortu. If the initial vowel was *a- =*h2(e)-, the Arm. ə- is parallel 
to ankenum, next to ankanim (q.v.). If *h;e- or *Ho-, note that the loss of a pretonic 
i/u is completely regular: *ingula- or *ungula- would both yield *ang(a)ia-. 
Preciser, perhaps, NSg *h>öng”-ur/l- > PArm. *ung(u)t, pl./coll. *ung(u)t-dy-k‘ > 
angl-ay-k'. The r-l fluctuation can perhaps be solved by assuming IE 
*H( V)ng"ur-leh;-, cf. Lat. stella and Arm. ast! ‘star’ (q.v.), probably from 
*Hster-l(-)eh;-, cf. Arm. Pl *astel-a-. Otherwise, substratum vacillation *-r//-? 

Arm. anglayk‘ can be explained either as a collective formation in -ay-k‘ on the 
basis of *a/ungut-, or as an archaic fem. plural like kanayk‘ ‘women’, see s.v. kin. 
The latter alternative is risky, but attractive. First of all, anglayk‘ renders Gr. 
Epıvöss, the name of female chthonic deities, so it might denote female 
sea-monsters. Next, in the Armenian folk tradition recorded in Larabat [Lalayan 2, 
1988: 170], the eel is a metamorphosed pipe of Gabriel hrestak, which swims 
around singing, and the fishers listen to this sound when hunting it.°° The feminine 
nature is not explicit here. However, the association with the sirens is quite obvious. 
Furthermore, in Roman tradition the eel was believed to be purely female 
[Mallory/Adams 1997: 176a]. It is interesting that when migrating from the Atlantic 
Ocean, the females actively swim the rivers upstream, the males mostly remaining in 
the brakish water of the estuary. 

For the singing pecularity ascribed to the eel, see 3.5.2.8 (on atanak, etc.). 


58 Note p 'ofos ‘muraena, moray eel’ (Step‘anos Lehac‘i), which may be derived from p ‘of 
‘pipe’; see 2.3.1, on the suffix -aws. 
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One might wonder whether the Armenian word can have been borrowed from 
Latin. This seems less likely, albeit possible. However, would the Armenian 
translator use the Latin word for ‘eel’ to render Gr. Epivóeg? Note that the Greek 
Epivvec, to my knowledge, do not have anything to do with water. They are female 
furious chthonic deities with *snaky-hair" (and sometime metamorphosing into a 
snake), patronizing the Motherhood. This reminds the Armenian (< Iran.) al-k‘, 
which, too, are female chthonic deities with “snaky-hair”, also connected with the 
idea of Motherhood, although they, on the contrary, are hostile to mothers and 
new-born children. 


ender-k* (spelled also as anter-k‘), pl. tant. a-stem: GDPI ant/der-a-c‘, IPI -a-w-k‘ 
‘entrails, intestines, bowels’ (Agat'angelos, John Chrysostom, Philo, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.). 
eETYM Derived from PIE *h,enter-h2, cf. Gr. évtepa n.pl. ‘intestines, bowels’ (= 
Arm. *inder-a- ‘id.’), Russ. jatro n., pl. jatra ‘entrails, eggs, testicles’, jadro ‘kernel, 
testicle’ from Slav. *jet/dro (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 65-66, 72), Skt. ántara- 
‘interior’, antrá- n. ‘intestine’, etc., see NHB 1: 771a; Hübschmann 1897: 447-448; 
HAB 2: 125; Pokorny 1959: 313; Jahukyan 1982: 36; Clackson 1994: 183; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 179b; Olsen 1999: 809; Beekes 2003: 146, 173, 204. 


onkenum ‘to cause to fall, throw down’ (Bible+); cf. also z-ankenum in Job 40.8 
(Cox 2006: 256): mi zankenur zdatastan im “do not shrug off my judgement”. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 2: 128b) connects the verb with ankanim ‘to fall down’ < 
*sng"- (q.v.) and derives it from PArm. *ink- < full-grade QIE *seng"-. Godel (1965: 
26, 37; 1975: 74, 125, 126; 1982: 10) derives ankenum from caus. *song"-eye- (with 
trans.-caus. present *-nu- as in [num ‘to fill’, etc.), vs. ank-anim ‘to fall down’, with 
mediopassive inflection ank-ay (q.v.), derived from aor. *sng"”-, the genuine present 
*seng"-e/o- being preserved in the Germanic languages, cf. Goth. sigqan. Also 
Barton (1989: 145, 14534, 149) assumes a root aorist middle in zero grade *sng"-. 
For the aor. anke-c - from *song"e(ie)-ske/o-, see Godel 1975: 128. Further see 
Hamp 1975: 101, 1064; Kortlandt 1980: 99; 1987a: 811; 1996: 41 = 2003: 27, 811, 
115. 

Frisk (1944: 20-25 = 1966: 268-273) and Klingenschmitt (1982: 249) analyze 
ankenum as composed of and and *ke-, deriving the latter from PIE *ges-, cf. Olc. 
kasta ‘werfen’ and Lat. gerere, gessi ‘to carry on’. This is not convincing. Because 
of ankanim ‘to fall’, Viredaz (2003: 7686) rightly prefers the former explanation of 
ankenum. 


ant/d-o-cin, a-stem (later also o-stem) ‘a slave that is born in the house of his master’ 
(rendering Gr. oikoyevns), opposed to arc ‘at ‘-a-gin ‘(slave) bought with money’ in 
Genesis [Weitenberg 1981], and to ek ‘outsider’ (< ‘comer’) in Movses Xorenac‘i 
1.10 (1913=1991: 33-5 transl. Thomson 1978: 85): ew aylovk‘ andocnök‘ ew ekök‘ 
“and [with] other domestic servants and the outsiders”. 
eETYM Composed of *and- (cf. Gr. &óov ‘within’) and *cin- ‘to give birth; to be 
born’ (q.v.); for a thorough philological and etymological analysis I refer to 
Weitenberg 1981. 
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t‘atam ‘withered’ in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) and Sargis Snorhali (12" cent.), an- 
t‘aram *unwithered, evergreen’ from the Bible (three times) onwards, t'aramim ‘to 
wither’, late attestations, apart from the participle t 'arameal (1x in the Bible, and in 
Paterica) and caus. t'aramec'uc'- (lx Bible); *t‘arSam — unattested, priv. an- 
t'arsam (in older period, only Agat‘angetos), t‘ar§amim ‘to wither’ (Bible 3x, Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i, Paterica, Nilus, etc.); t‘ormil ‘id.’ (Geoponica, 13® 
cent.), t‘o/r]S(o)mil ‘id.’ (Mandakuni, Geoponica). 

A textual illustration: In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913-1990: 363'*5 transl. 
Thomson 1978: 353): ete zis, erastac 'eal ew t 'arsameal pask'ut'eamb arbuc 'manc' 
xratu “Or myself, dried out and dessicated by thirst for the waters of his advice?". 
eDIAL *f'afam- (Hacon, Tigranakert, Xarberd, Agulis, Samaxi),*t‘ofom- more 
widespread: Polis, Axalc'xa, HamSen, Sebastia, Karin, Mus, Van, Moks, Ararat, 
Marala, etc. ‘to wither’ [HAB 2: 156b]; an-t‘aram ‘a flower’ in Zeyt'un, Ararat 
[Aéafean 1913: 98a], Mus [Amatuni 1912: 31], etc. The by-form *t‘arsam- is not 
recorded, but its presence may be proven by e.g. Svedia t 'ismil, although Acaryan 
(2003: 396, 416, 568) derives this form from t 'osnil. 

In a prayer from Javaxk‘, one finds an adjectival an-t'ar-akan (see Lalayeanc‘ 
1892: 105 = 1, 1983: 340). Formally, it represents the pure root *t‘af-, although one 
cannot be sure that it 1s not a recent analogical formation. Note that prayers often 
preserve archaisms. 
eETYM Since long connected with Skt. tars-: tfsyant- ‘to be thirsty, to crave’, YAv. 
tarsu- ‘dry, not fluid’, Gr. repoouaı “to become dry’, Hitt. tars- ‘to dry’, etc. (see 
HAB 2: 155-156). 

Pedersen (1906: 413 = 1982: 191) explains Arm. -rs- from *-rsi- (: Skt. tfsyati), 
comparing gars- : Skt. hrsyati (see s.v.), which is accepted by Meillet (1950: 85). 
See, however, 2.1.12. 

The twofold reflex of PIE *rs in t'arsamim : t'aramim ‘to wither’ is considered to 
be one of the oldest traces of early dialectal diversity. In order to evaluate this reflex, 
one should try to establish the philological background of the distribution. 

The adjectives t'aram and ant'aram, as well as the verb t'arsamim are reliably 
attested since the 5" century, whereas the adjective an-t‘arsam is found only once in 
the old period, *t‘arsam is not attested at all, and the verbal t 'aram- is found only in 
the participle and causative, each of them once in the Bible. That the verb t'arsamim 
is old and archaic may be indirectly corroborated by its disappearance from the 
modern dialects and its replacement by t 'aram-. We may hypothetically reconstruct 
the following original distribution: PArm. *t'áram (adj.) : Sr 'arsam-émi (verb). This 
seems to fit into my reformulation of the ruki-rule in Armenian, see 2.1.12. 

On the other hand, one may also assume the influence of Iran. *tars- ‘to be 
thirsty’ (cf. Av. tarsna- m. ‘thirst’, etc., for the forms see Cheung 2007: 383-384), 
although this is probably unnecessary. Note also Arm. dial. K'esab täštia ‘arid, not 
watered’ (see C‘olak‘ean 1986: 317a), possibly reflecting an Iranian -ti-formation. 


t‘arp‘ ‘a large wicker fishing-basket, creel’, in Anania Sirakac‘i (A. G. Abrahamyan 
1944: 228-75, allative/directive i t‘arp‘ : Ew or yurkanen zercaw, i t'arp' ankaw : 
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“and which (of the fish — HM) got rid of the fishing-net, fell into the fishing-basket"; 
t'arb ‘a framework of wooden bars, a wooden trellis-work', in Movses 
Kalankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 2.51 (V. Atak‘elyan 1983: 283-5 with no variant 
readings): AccSg t‘arb and AblSg t‘arb-é. For the latter passage, its translation and 
semantic discussion with references, see HAB 2: 162b; Dowsett 1961: 183, 1835; V. 
Arak'elyan 1969: 220. 

eDIAL Mus, Alaskert, Ararat (see also Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 39-40), Marala, Xoy 
t'arp' ‘a large wicker fishing-basket, creel’ (for a thorough description, see Amatuni 
1912: 206b; Aéarean 1913: 352a), Zeyt'un t 'oyp' "a hunting basket or net (for fish, 
fox, etc.)’ [HAB 2: 162b; Aéafyan 2003: 131, 310]. It is practically impossible to 
determine whether the forms point to t'arb or t'arp' since the voiced b is usually 
aspirated after r. Only Zeyt'un seems to be relevant, since here rb mostly yields yb’ 
(although the evidence is not entirely straightforward, see Ačařyan 2003: 91). This 
dialect, thus, probably points to t‘arp‘. 

As we have seen, the word is attested only twice in the literature, and one of the 
attestations comes from Anania Sirakac'i, native of Sirak. The dialectal dictionaries 
do not record the word in the Karin-speaking areas (Karin, Sirak, Axalk‘alak‘, etc.). 
Nevertheless, it seems to have been present in Nerk'in Basen; see Hakobyan 1974: 
143, where the author, describing fish-catching baskets, brackets the word om, 
One might postulate, thus, the presence of the word in Karin/Sirak speaking areas 
for at least 13 centuries. 
eETYM Acafyan (HAB 2: 162b) connects Gr. rápz5 ‘large wicker basket’, also 
Tapmoc, TEPTOS m., tapróvy f. ‘id.’. The Greek and Armenian words are usually 
derived from PIE *tu(e)r-p- : *tuerH- ‘to grab, enclose’, cf. Lith. tvérti ‘to seize, 
form’, OCS tvoriti ‘to do, make’; see Pokorny 1959: 1101 (without Armenian); 
Jahukyan 1987: 154, 302. According to Clackson (1994: 183), we are probably 
dealing with a common borrowing from a lost source. 

The QIE cluster *-rp- regularly yields Arm. -rb-. In this case, the by-form t'arp' 
presents us with the problem of -p'. One might assume a non-IE *tarp”-, with 
aspirated *-p'-, or assimilation t‘..b > t“..p‘, especially after r (on the latter 
circumstance, see above). However, the by-form with -b seems to be reliable. I 
therefore propose an alternative solution, which can explain the allophones p ' : b. 

Gr. zapren derives from QIE *t(a)rp-eh>-. If we may posit a HD laryngeal-stem, 
the paradigm would have been as follows: nom. *torp-eh>- (or *terp- eh;-, if the 
vocalism of zepzóc is old), gen. *trp-h>-ös. This would yield PArm. *"Vrb-a-, gen. 
*Parp'ó- “large wicker basket’. Then the oblique stem "*"arp'- would be 
generalized. One might also posit a thematic *trpH-ó-, as in Gr. tapadc; but Arm. 
abl. t‘arb-é precludes the o-declension. For this kind of paradigmatic solutions, see 
2.2.2.6. I must admit that this analysis is highly hypothetical. 

In view of the limited geographical distribution and the cultural character of this 
lexeme, one should consider it to be a non-IE word of Mediterranean origin (cf. the 
above-mentioned assumption of Clackson). In this case, the vowel *a and the 
Armenian vacillation p /b may be seen as substratum features, although the non-IE 
origin does not automatically exclude the paradigmatic solution proposed by me. 
Should the borrowing be ascribed to a very early period of the development of 
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Proto-Armenian and Proto-Greek, the word may have been adjusted to the 
corresponding morphological system inherited from Indo-European. 


t‘ezan, o-stem: AblSg i t'ezan-o-y (Leviticus 13.56); later a-stem: GDSg t'ezan-i 
(Cyril of Alexandria, Carontir), GDPI t 'ezan-a-c ' (Carantir) ‘the weft, the transverse 
threads which are woven across to make cloth using the warp as a base’ (Bible+), 
‘long sleeve’ (Carontir); t*ezan-i-k*, ea-stem: GDPI t‘ezan-e-a-c‘ (Paterica, Grigor 
Narekac‘i), IPI t‘ezan-e-a-w-k‘ (Nerses Lambronac‘i) ‘long sleeve’ (also John 
Chrysostom, etc.). 

The word t'ezan ‘weft, threads which are woven across’ (rendering Gr. xpdxn) 
occurs several times in Leviticus 13.48-57, in contrast with ařēj ‘threads running 
along the length of cloth, warp’ (Gr. ocrjucov). 
eDIAL The syncopated form t'eznik' ‘long sleeve’ is found in a number of western 
dialects: Nor Naxijewan, Trapizon, Mus, Zeyt'un, etc. [HAB 2: 168a]. Note also 
Moks f'eznink? "mnpornn, MNIMHHBIM, OTKPBITBIH (pacnoporbrí) oóonnrar pykasa' 
[Orbeli 2002: 230]. 
eETYM The derivations from IE *tek- (Lat. texö ‘to weave’, NHB 1: 803c) and 
*(s)teg - ‘stitch’ (see Saradzeva 1986: 230, 235-236, 402,4; with ref.; cf. also stec 
*weaver's vertical stick’) are rejected because of the -z- which requires a palatovelar 
*-6.. and the word is considered to be of unknown origin [HAB 2: 168a; Olsen 
1999: 300, 947]. 


t'elaws ‘holm-oak; cedar, pine’. 

NHB, HAB and Astuacaturean (1895: 568a) cite only two attestations: Isaiah 
44.14 and 2 Paralipomenon 2.8. On the latter, see also Xalat‘eanc‘ 1899: 57a. 

The word is also attested in Agat'angelos $ 644 (1909-1984: 330"''), in an 
enumeration of tree-names, between yakri and katamax. In “BzSkaran” (apud NHB 
2: 995a; cf. S. Vardanjan 1990: 86, § 356), where k‘araxunk is described as t'elos 
caroyn xiz patuakan “valuable pitch of the tree t‘elos”. It is remarkable that in the 
7"-century Armenian Geography (ASxarhac‘oyc‘ by Anania Sirakac‘i), k‘araxunk is 
the only product mentioned for the province of Arc'ax, which roughly represents the 
territory of Larabat, and it is not mentioned in any of the other provinces, and that 
the word t 'eaws has been preserved only in Larabat. 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 118"), which seems to show special 
affinities to the dialects of Larabat and adjacent areas (see H. Martirosyan 2008), 
t'elos is used to gloss t'eli *elm-tree': t'eti car anptul, or € t'elos “a fruitless tree 
that is t‘elös”. 

In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia MuSetyan Karnec'i 
(Karin/Xotorjur), Turk. é‘am yemisi is glossed by t'elosea, t'elosi [C'ugaszyan 
1986: 72‘). 
eDIAL Acafyan (1913: 357b; HAB 2: 172a) records only Larabat t‘etusi ‘a kind of 
mountainous tree’. Davt‘yan (1966: 356) cites Larabat t‘ehisi and t '2losi, as well as 
t‘ehisi in Hadrut* and Salax-Xcaberd (other dialects in the territory of Larabat). He, 
too, does not specify the meaning. HayLezBrbBar (2, 2002: 99a) has Larabal t'eimsi 
‘a kind of mountainous tree’. This seems to reproduce the entry ¢‘efosi in Acaryan 
1913: 357b, with a misprinted -m- instead of -o-. In this case, however, the 
alphabetical order would be disturbed. If r‘eimsi is correct (which is very uncertain), 
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one would be tempted to compare it with Georg. f"elamusi ‘elm’, on which see 
below. 

I express my gratitude to Armen Sargsyan for supplying me with further 
information. His informants were Step'an Dadayan (born in Su&i in 1946), the 
pro-rector of Step‘anakert University, whose parents are born in ZardaraSen (a small 
village in the district of Martuni, close by T‘atavard) where they lived by 1945, and 
Hät‘äm, the forest-guard of the village Kusapat, who in 2003 was ca. 55 years old. 
According to them, Larabal t‘atusi denotes a kind of t'eli ‘elm-tree’ (q.v.) with 
yellowish wood (which is good as fuel) and leaves that are smaller than those of the 
t'eli and, when green, serve as fodder for the goats. It is present in Xcaberd, 
T'alavard, Martakert. Armen Sargsyan himself saw one near the spring called 
Cirdkna (5-6 km up from Kusapat). 

In the dictionary by Malxaseanc‘ (HBB 2: 96a-b), t‘elös is identified with 
Quercus Pontica and is described as follows: “a beautiful tree belonging to the genus 
of the oak, with very hard, unrottable, heavy, elastic wood and dark green longish 
oval leaves; it is long-lived, and grows slowly; produces big non-edible acorns". 
@SEMANTICS The tree-name seems to have, thus, two basic meanings: (1) a kind of 
oak, the holm-oak or the evergreen oak (Quercus Ilex), a native of Italy and other 
Mediterranean countries; (2) cedar, pine. 
eETYM Bafgirk‘ hayoc‘ (see above), NHB (1: 806a), and Uturikean (see HAB 2: 
172a) treat t'elaws as identical with or a kind of elt (note also the description of 
t'elo$ by informants from Larabal as a kind of t'eti), assuming, apparently, an 
etymological identity. This is accepted by Jahukyan (1987: 145) with some 
reservations, and by P. Friedrich (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 178b), where telös is 
represented as meaning ‘wood’, which is incorrect. Aéaryan (HAB 2: 172a), 
however, leaves the origin of t‘efaws open. Olsen (1999: 938) gives t'elos as 
meaning ‘oak’ or ‘pine’ and as a word of unknown origin. 

Jahukyan (1987: 380) mentions t‘el-aws as the only example of the suffix -aws, 
and presents a separate entry for the suffix -oš found in the adjective dandal-os vs. 
dandat ‘slow’, etc. 

Perhaps ptelaw- + -s-i (cf. Myc. pte-re-wa), see s.v. mori/*mo(r)-s. For this and 
for the suffix -aws in general, see 2.3.1. 


t'eli ‘elm’. Late and poorly attested (see HAB 2: 171; Greppin 1982: 350; 1985: 93). 
The variant *t‘ef-eni (preserved in the dialects of Ararat and Zeyt'un) appears in the 
place-name T‘etenik‘ (11" cent.+), see Hübschmann 1904: 430. 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of HamSen, Ararat, Larabat, Van, Mu&, Zeyt‘un 
[HAB 2: 171b]. 
eETYM Bugge (1893: 39) connected r‘eli ‘elm’ with Gr. zreA£-a, Ion. -y ‘elm, Ulmus 
glabra’. Ačatyan (HAB 2: 171b) considers the anlaut problematic (see also 
Hübschmann 1897: 449) and prefers linking t‘efi with Lat. tilia ‘linden’. The sound 
change *pt- > Arm. t -, however, seems to be valid [Greppin 1982; Clackson 1994: 
169]. Some scholars are more positive about the Greek correspondence (see Solta 
1960: 420; Greppin 1982: 350; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 286; Jahukyan 1987: 145, 188, 
302 — with some reservation), although others (Alabekyan 1979: 65; Clackson 1994: 
169; Beekes 2003: 171-172) include Lat. tilia too. 
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Hübschmann (1897: 374-375, 449) is often said to have considered (elt as a 
Greek loanword. However, Hübschmann, in fact, considers only Arm. pt(e)t- *elm' 
(HAB 4: 111b) a Greek loan, and mentions the connection of Arm. t'eli with Gr. 
atedéa, not accepting it. Although Aécaryan (HAB 2: 171b) already showed the 
misunderstanding, the idea still remains ascribed to Hübschmann (as in P. Friedrich 
1970: 89; Greppin 1982: 350; Jahukyan 1987: 188; Clackson 1994: 23454). 
According to P. Friedrich (1970: 89), both the Latin and Armenian forms are 
borrowed from Greek. Pokorny (1959: 847) only accepts the Greek-Latin connection 
and treats Arm. t'eli as borrowed from Greek. The latter point is correctly rejected 
by Jahukyan (1967: 9653). Probably we are dealing with a common borrowing from 
a lost Mediterranean source, see Clackson 1994: 169, 183, 234593; Beekes 2003: 
171-172; cf. Greppin 1982: 350 (“from the Aegean substratum"). 

According to Bugge (1893: 39), Georg. fela and Tush del ‘elm’ are borrowed 
from Armenian. Aéatyan (HAB 2: 1722) adds Georg. telamusi ‘elm’. See also s.v. 
t'elaws. 


*t*elik 
eDIAL Only in Zeyt'un t'olok 'snow-pile, avalanche' [Allahvertean 1884: 186; 
Aéarean 1913: 368b]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (2003: 287) hesitantly reconstructs "t 'elik and treats the word as of 
completely unknown origin. 
I think Zeyt‘un *r‘elik reflects an -ik suffixation of Arm. Gei ‘pile’ (see HAB). 


*t*en (dial.) ‘vulva of a cow’. 

eDIAL Sebastia t'en * vulva of a cow’ [Aéafean 1913: 363a; Gabikean 1952: 202]; 
Gor. t‘in, t'ün * vulva of female animals’ [Margaryan 1975: 392a]. 

eETYM Aéatyan (1913: 363a) does not mention any etymology. Jahukyan (1972: 
310) derives from IE *tu-én- (from *teu- ‘to swell’) comparing Gr. ou f. ‘penis’, 
oavvıov ‘id.’ and Lith. tvainytis *scharwenzeln, buhlen; sich unkeuschen Gelüsten 
hingeben'. Hanneyan (1979: 174) accepts the etymology and takes it as an 
Armeno-Greco-Baltic isogloss. 

However, the word is probably a Persian (or Turkish?) loan.’ I propose a 
connection with Pers. tan ‘body, person’; cf. YAv. tanü- f. ‘body, person’, Skt. tanü- 
f. ‘body, self? (RV+), etc. (see OsnlranJaz-Sr 1981: 29; OsnlranJaz-Nov 1, 1982: 
59). Note also Arm. dial. (Hamáen) t'en ‘body’, which, according to Ataryan (1947: 
189, 267b), is borrowed from Turkish. For the semantic shift cf. Arm. marmin 
‘body?’ > dial. ‘vulva’ (Karin), ‘vulva of an animal (Nor Bayazet)’, anjn ‘person; 
body’ > Van anj ‘ vulva of a pregnant cow’, etc. 


*t*esi(k) 
@DIAL Ararat f‘esi ‘spindle’ [Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 41a], Axalc‘xa, Karin t'esik ‘id.’ 
(Atarean 1913: 357b; also Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 306, glossing Širak aré‘kan 
*spindle"). For attestations of t‘esi and gen. t‘esu, see Amatuni 1912: 57a. 
eETYM Amatuni (1912: 57a) marks teši as from Kurdish (abbrev. k‘), not 
specifying the Kurdish form. He obviously means test, tešū ‘spindle’, cf. also tesile 
‘bobbin’, tesirés 'npsxa, fem. spinner’; teswe ‘Tecmo’ = ‘adze? (see Kurdoev / 


°° Gabikean (1952: 202) asks: “Turkish?”, not specifying the details. 
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Jusupova 1983: 154b). Aécarean (1913: 357b) equates Arm. *ft‘esi(k) with East 
Turkish /t‘ese/. 

Obviously, all these forms belong with Pers. tas ‘hatchet, axe’ [Steingass 302a], 
Sogd. ts ‘axe’ [Gharib 1995: 392a], Khot. ttäs- ‘to cut’, Arm. (Iranian LW) tasem ‘to 
hew’, Skt. táksati ‘to form by cutting; to tool, hammer; to fashion, form, prepare’, 
etc. (see HAB 4: 370; Bailey 1979: 129-130; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 612-613; 
Cheung 2007: 384-385). Note also A. Petrosyan 2002: 49,7, mentioning Arm. dial. 
t‘esi(k) in this context. 

Formally, Arm. *t‘esi(k) can be regarded a Persian loanword. Although the 
semantic relationship between the weaving and hewing activities is possible 
(compare OHG dehsa ‘axe’ vs. MHG déhse ‘spindle’ [Mallory/Adams 1997: 37-38], 
noted by A. Petrosyan 2002: 49,70; see also s.vv. hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ and hiwsn 
‘carpenter’), the semantic difference between Pers. taš ‘hatchet, axe’ and Arm. Pr eg: 
i(k) ‘spindle’ may be explained by the appurtenance of the two terms to the same 
PIE root rather than by considering the Armenian word as a Persian loanword. Note 
that the Indo-Iranian verbal root under consideration exclusively refers to cutting 
and hewing, and all the Iranian implement designations (apart from Kurdish rest, 
tesu ‘spindle’, the Armenian origin of which cannot be excluded) formed from this 
root denote only ‘hatchet, axe’ or ‘adze’. Also the productive -i suffix seems to 
favour this solution. 

If Arm. *t‘es-i(k) is a native word, its proto-form cannot be structurally identical 
with that of the Indo-Iranian because the latter derives from a reduplicated *te-tk- 
(see the literature above), which would not yield Arm. *t‘es-. If at least some IE 
cognate forms point to a PIE *teks- (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 37-38), this proto- 
form might also explain the Armenian form through the ruki-rule (see 2.1.12): QIE 
*teks-iiV- > Arm. *t‘es-i. Otherwise, the Armenian form is indeed an Iranian loan. 


*t*er (dial., widespread) ‘leaf (also of dough)’, *t‘el (dial.) ‘id.’; *t*er earlier probably 
also *‘wing, feather’; Gert", i-stem: ISg t'ert'-i-w in Vardan Arewelc‘i, IPI t ‘ert ‘-i- 
w-k‘ (var. tt -o-v-k^) in Paterica, GDPI t'ert -i-c' in Grigor Magistros ‘leaf of a 
flower, plant; plate, etc." (Philo, Paterica, etc.). 

*t'er ‘leaf? is found in the compound mi-a-t‘er-i ‘having one leaf or petal’ — 
Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ [Amalyan 1975: 21507. 
eDIAL Hamsen, Trapizon fir ‘leaf’, Larabat, Ararat, Juta ter ‘petal, leaf, Axalc'xa 
t'er ‘petal, leaf of paper or dough’, Ewdokia, Sebastia rer ‘leaf of dough’ [HAB 2: 
176a]. There is also a variant with -/ : Agulis bxkat‘il ‘leaf of radish’ < *botk-a-t‘el, 
which corresponds to Larabat pxkat ‘er [HAB 2: 176a] and Ararat botkat‘er ‘id.’ (see 
Amatuni 1912: 112b). Note also Nor Naxijewan *t‘el-bac ' ‘thin leaf of dough’ (see 
Tigranean 1892: 111; Amatuni 1912: 209a; HAB 2: 176a). 

The form t'ert' is present in: Alaskert ert" ‘petal’, Ararat t'ert' ‘leaf of paper’, 
Xarberd t‘ert‘ ‘leaf of cabbage’, etc. [HAB 2: 176a]. 
eETYM Together with t'er ‘side’, ‘t‘ir- ‘to fly’, and t'it'el/7n ‘butterfly’ (see s.vv.), 
from PIE *pter- ‘feather; wing’, probably derived from *pet- ‘to fly’ (see Bugge 
1893: 40; Aéaryan 1918: 161; HAB 2: 175-176, 183, 184-186; Pokorny 1959: 826; 
Greppin 1982: 348-349; Jahukyan 1987: 144), cf. Gr. zzepóv n. ‘feather (mostly in 
pl.); bird’s wing; wings of a bat and of insects; any winged creature, as the Sphinx; a 
beetle’, zzépvé f. ‘wing of a bird; winged creature, bird’, Gr. zér-o-uai, zt-é-oda ‘to 
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fly’, etc. The meaning *wing', which is dominant in Greek, is absent in Armenian. 
However, t'er ‘side’, in my view, presupposes an earlier meaning ‘wing’, cf. the 
semantic field of Engl. wing, as well as of Arm. kurn ‘back’, dial. also ‘arm’, ‘side’. 
See also HAB 2: 185a on this. Further, note that, according to Alayan (1974: 70-71), 
and, independently, to Olsen (1999: 51-52, also citing a suggestion by Rasmussen), 
Arm. t‘ew (o-stem) ‘wing; arm, etc.’ (q.v.) is derived from the same *pet-. Accepted, 
albeit with some reservations, by Jahukyan (1987: 144, 187). 

In view of the semantic field ‘feather; leaf? : ‘wing’ represented by this set of 
words, one wonders whether t‘ew ‘arm, ving’ is somehow related with Moks t ‘av, 
gen. f'av-2^, pl. t'av-ir ‘nucr = leaf’, ákünjo^ t'av *OapaóanHas mepenoHka = 
ear-drum' (see Orbeli 2002: 199, 228). For textual illustrations, see Orbeli 2002: 61, 
Nr. 26 (referring to leaves of pumpkin) and Nr. 27; Yovsép‘eanc‘ 1892: 12'°, gloss: 
122. Also in Van, Sasun, Mus (Acarean 1913: 352b). 


ter, i-stem according to NHB 1: 806a, but only AblSg i t'er-e (Eznik Kotbac‘i, Cyril 
of Alexandria) is attested, ‘side’. Numerous compounds (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 174-175]. 
eETYM See s.v. *t'er ‘leaf’. 


t‘ew, o-stem: GDPI t‘ew-o-c‘ (very frequent), ISg t‘ew-o-v, IPI t'ew-o-v-k' (Bible); 
also IPI t‘ew-0-k‘ (formally: a-stem — t 'ew-a-w-K ^), twice in the Bible, as well as in 
Grigor Narekac‘i, etc. “wing; arm’. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 177-178]. 

t ‘ew ‘shoulder’: in a Moks version of the epic (SasCr 1, 1936: 6 

Jenóv Hovan tli anun idi Davit‘; 

Tien atic‘, idi t'orben, et'al t ‘iv. 

*Jenóv Hóvan named the child Davit‘; he put the child into the bag and threw (the 
bag) onto his shoulder". The word ¢‘iv here clearly means ‘(onto the) shoulder’, as 
was correctly translated by Melik‘-Ohanjanyan (SasUdal 2004: 56a': *uepes 
mego”) and L. Petrosyan (1968: 37: usin). 

In a Larabat fairy-tale recorded by Arak'el Bahat'ryan in 1860 (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 
658-7), the king of Underworld pulls out one of the t‘ev-s of Hndk-a-hav, lit. 
‘Indian bird’, and gives it to the hero. Then, the bird takes the hero out of the 
Underworld. Here, t‘ew cannot refer to ‘wing’ since the bird cannot fly with one 
wing. It must mean ‘feather’. 
eETYM See s.v. *t'er ‘leaf’, etc. 


t'it'eln, ‘leaf of metal’ (Bible+: NSg rein, API t'it tuns). Greppin (1982: 349) says 
that the meaning of t ‘it ‘eln is obscure, but it might mean ‘gold leafing, gold’, and the 
word is known from the Middle Armenian lexicographers. However, the word does 
occur in the Bible (Exodus 28.36, 29.6; Leviticus 8.9, etc.) clearly rendering Gr. 
zétaAov n. ‘leaf; leaf of metal’. 
eETYM See s.v. tit ‘ein. 


GH 


t'it'eln,, ¢‘it‘ern ‘butterfly’. 
The only attestation mentioned by Aéaryan (HAB 2: 183a) comes from the fables 
by Mxit‘ar Gos (12-13" cent.). Here the word is used in NPI t'it tunk‘, which, as 
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Aéaryan points out, presupposes NSg Sr ein [and/or Sr", cf. the problem of 
asein ‘needle’ |. 

Now we find this form in poems by Yovhannés T‘Ikuranc‘i (14-15" cent.; 
T*Ikuran in Mesopotamia, between Amid and Hromkla): zét/k‘an azt 'it'el/xn ‘like a 
butterfly’ (see Pivazyan 1960: 132-?, 155'*°). The two passages (Mxit‘ar Gos and 
Yovhannes T‘lkuranc‘i) are cited in MijHayBar 1, 1987: 259a. 

Attested also in a medieval riddle written by Nersés Snorhali (12" cent., Cilicia) 
[Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 279-280" 9]. Mnac‘akanyan (ibid. 499a) correctly glosses 
t‘it‘ein with ‘butterfly’. Further, in a poem by Afak‘el Siwnec'i (14-15" cent.); see 
Poturean 1914: p. 206, stanza 10. 

The form f'it'ern (with -7-) is only found in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘, where t‘it‘eln is 
glossed as follows: t'it'ramay, kam t'it'ern, or e t'it'efnik (see Amalyan 1975: 
12055; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 259a). This is mentioned by Greppin (1982: 3496) as 
the only evidence for t it ‘etn ‘butterfly’ (with -7-), which is incorrect. 

The anthroponym Tit 'efnik (11" cent.; see below) is in fact the oldest attestation 
of the word. 

Greppin (1990: 70) cites t'it lum ‘butterfly’, the source of which is unknown to 
me. 
eDIAL There are two basic forms for ‘butterfly’ in the dialects: *t‘it‘ern and 
*t'it'eln. 

*t ‘it ‘ern 

The unsuffixed form rier is present in Mus [Amatuni 1912: 6b; 
Baldasaryan-T'ap'alc*yan 1958: 255a]; AlaSkert [Madat'yan 1985: 189b]; Hamsen 
[Acatyan 1947: 229; Bläsing 1992: 78%"3’]; Ararat [HAB 2: 183b]; Karéewan [H. 
Muradyan 1960: 193b]; Kak'avaberd (here, t‘it‘erna) [H. Muradyan 1967: 171b]; 
Burdur [N. Mkrté*yan 1971: 182a]. 

The suffixed forms are: 

*t‘it‘ern-uk : Agulis t‘t‘arniik [Aéatyan 1935: 57 (8 57), 353]; Dersim t ot ornug 
[Batramyan 1960: 14]; cf. Xarberd ra ‘arug [HAB 2: 183b]; 

*t it ‘ern-e/ik : Mus and Alaskert t'itarnek/g [Amatuni 1912: 6b; HAB 2: 183b; 
Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1958: 255a; Madat'yan 1985: 189b]; Dersim t'it'ernig 
[Batramyan 1960: 80b]; Erznka t 'it'ernik [Kostandyan 1979: 134a]; Ararat t ‘it ‘ernek 
[Markosyan 1989: 301b]; Ozim t ‘at 'arneyk, cf. Van t'art'arnek [Acaryan 1952: 261], 
Satax t‘art‘anek [M. Muradyan 1962: 196b]; Svedia t'it'arnág [Aéatyan 2003: 379, 
567]; Adana t'at'ernik (meaning ‘light-minded person’) [HAB 2: 183b; Aéaryan 
2003: 310]; Sasun t'it'ernik ‘a kind of sheep illness, when worms arise in the liver of 
sheeps’ [Petoyan 1954: 122]. 

*¢ it ‘ern-ak : C‘aylu and Marata (in Larabal) t ‘it ‘erndk [Davt'yan 1966: 357]. 

Dersim t¢ it erno [Batramyan 1960: 80b] probably reflects a metathesis of the 7 
and g. Perhaps this has been supported by the folk-etymological association with 
garnag (see Batramyan 1960: 88a) from kurn ‘back’, dial. also ‘arm’, ‘side’. For the 
auslaut, cf. also Dersim (K‘h) tit xna (see below). 

*t'it'eln 

Zeyt'un (ier [Acaryan 2003: 13, 122, 310]; Svedia t'it'ix ‘butterfly of the 
silkworm’ [Andreasyan 1967: 224, 361b]; K'esab t'it'iex [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 
110a]; Akn t‘at‘ex [HAB 2: 183b; Gabrielean 1912: 268]; Xarberd [HayLezBrbBar 
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2, 2002: 110a] and Xotorjur ¢‘it‘e? [YuSamXotorj 1964: 451b] (both meaning ‘a lung 
illness of animals’); C'enkiler (Nikomidia) ¢‘t‘e? [HAB 2: 183b] (meaning ‘butterfly 
of the silkworm’ [Aéarean 1913: 363a]); Metri t ét'axne < t'it'eln [Atayan 1954: 92, 
269b]. 

The ending of Dersim (K*h) tit xna [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 110b] is not clear 
to me; cf. also Dersim fit ‘grna (see above). 

With the suffix -e/ik: Mus t‘itatnik, cf. the form recorded by Rivola, namely 
t'it'xnik [HAB 2: 183b]; Aparan, Moks t'itxnek [Amatuni 1912: 6b]; Tigranakert 
t'et'elig [HAB 2: 183b; Haneyan 1978: 186b]. 

On the meanings ‘a kind of illness’ and ‘spirit’ and on tt 4-ot, see below. 

It is remarkable that some dialectal areas (Svedia, Xarberd, Mu&, Agulis and 
Kak‘avaberd vs. Metri, etc.) represent both the 7- and /-forms side by side. The 
r-variant (Ararat, Agulis, etc.) may have once been present in Larabat and adjacent 
dialects, too; cf. also Burdur (t'it'er), the speakers of which have migrated from 
Larabat in the 17" century. It has been preserved in *f‘it‘er-mati : Larabat 
t'it'irmále, t'at'armáli/e, in Mehtisen : t‘at‘armati [Davt'yan 1966: 357], Goris 
t'it'rimali, t'et'armali, t'it'ilImali [Margaryan 1975: 327a], Karéewan and 
Kak'avaberd t'it'irmáli with semantic nuance ‘a butterfly that flitters around the 
light [H. Muradyan 1960: 214a; 1967: 192b]. Particularly transparent is Ararat 
t ‘it‘ermati [Markosyan 1989: 301b]. Acaryan (HAB 2: 183b) treats *t'it'er-mali as a 
compound containing ¢‘it‘e ‘butterfly’ and mat- ‘to sift? and compares it with 
Larabal, etc. *aliwr-mat(ik) ‘butterfly’ = aliwr ‘meal’ + mat- ‘to sift’ (see Aéaryan 
1913: 51-52, 365a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 18a). Note an interesting word-play 
found in a folk-song of the type jangyulum (see Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 
105775 

Amarn a t ‘at ‘armati, 

Axci er allür mali, 

Ku täsängy türür kyälat 

Sirol saerts kadati. 

“It is summer, (there is) a butterfly, 

Girl, get up (and) sift meal; 

Your beautiful shaking 

Will burn my loving heart". 
The semantic motivation is, he explains, the “flour-like” dust on the wings of 
butterflies. This is quite conceivable. For the examination of t'it'irmali and the 
like, particularly interesting is t 'it'ramay which is used in Bargirk* hayoc‘ alongside 
tit‘ern(ik) to render t'it'eln (see Amalyan 1975: 120" 55), Another trace might be 
Larabat (Ganjak) t'it'a, used as an epithet to Zus ‘bird’ in meaning ‘light’ (see 
HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 110b) or ‘fluttering’ and the like. 


$ Compare Russ. pekelék "butterfly", if from peklevát' ‘to sift’; cf. also Russ. pépel ‘ash’; Gr. 
máln ‘the finest meal; any fine dust’, zaı-naAn (redupl.) ‘the finest flour or meal’ which may 
be (folk-)etymologically related to reduplicated designations of the butterfly like Lat. papilio, 
etc., and Arm. dial. *pipernak, etc. 
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On the other hand, given the existence of t'it'eln in Metri (t‘Et‘axna), one might 
look for traces of the form also in Larabat.°' Indeed, on a cross-stone in the vicinity 
of the village of Dahrav there is an inscription from 1071 AD (SI/520 + 551 = 1071) 
where one finds a female anthroponym T‘it‘einik (see M. Barxutareanc‘ 1995 < 
1895: 101; AcarAnjn 2, 1944: 309; DivHayVim 5, 1982: 14456. Es Ohan 
kangnec'i zxac's inj ew amusin im T'it'elnikay: alawt's yisec'ek' “I, Ohan [= 
Yovhannés/John — HM], erected this cross to myself and to 7 ‘it‘einik, my spouse; 
remember/mention in your prayers". 

Moks t axt ‘amurik/k ‘ (GSg t ‘axt ‘amorka®, NPI təxt ‘amorkatir (-kanir), see Orbeli 
2002: 231) is considered by Aéaryan (HAB 2: 183b; cf. also Acaryan 1952: 261) as 
isolated and independent. Aéaryan does not specify its structure. Given the 
association between the butterfly and the meal (aliwr), one may suggest that 
t'axt'amurik is a folk-etymological reshaping of an underlying *t‘at‘ar-mat-ik or 
*t ‘at ‘at-mat-ik under the influence of Moks təxt amur 'npoxoku, 3sakBacka recta’ = 
‘yeast, leaven’ (see Orbeli 2002: 230-231). Here it is difficult to give preference to 
one of the varinats *t‘at‘ar- and *t‘at‘at-. The latter explains the anlaut better 
(*t'at'I- > t'axt'-, with the same contact metathesis as is seen in f art 'amur ‘yeast, 
leaven? < t't'xmor). Alternatively, one may assume the following scenario: 
*t'ot'or-mal-ik > *t‘at‘atmarik (with distant metathesis of r and 4, cf. ularkem ‘to 
send’ > Moks hörötkil, horetbayr ‘father’s brother’ > Larabat tarp ‘er; pltor ‘dirty’ > 
Larabal, Goris, Agulis *prtof, etc.) > *t'xt'amorik. For *t‘at‘al-, cf. also Goris 
t'it'ilmali. It should also be borne in mind that the form with -/- does occur in Moks 
(t'it'xnek [Amatuni 1912: 6b]), although both Orbeli and Aéaryan record only 
təxt 'amurik/k ` 

Despite the variation seen in the forms of such closely related dialects as Van 
(t‘art‘arnek), Ozim (t‘at‘arneyk), Satax (t‘art‘anek) and Moks (t'it'xnek, 
t'axt 'amurik/k' ), two features seem common in all these forms: they have the suffix 
-ek, and they all represent the -7- variant of the word (in this respect, Moks 1s 
ambiguous, see above). Nevertheless, here too, one can find relics of the form with 
--. To my knowledge, Van and Ararat "f'it'xot ‘angry, quick-tempered’ (see 
Amatuni 1912: 165-166; Acarean 1913: 365b; HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 110b) has 
not received an etymological explanation. Compare Xotorjur ¢‘it‘xot ‘a kind of 
poisonous herb that is harmful to the lungs of animals’ [YuSamXotorj 1964: 451b], 
from titel “a lung-illness of animals’. The form obviously contains the suffix -ot 
which is usually used in adjectives “especially describing physical diseases <...>, or, 
mostly unpleasant, moods or spiritual qualities" (see Olsen 1999: 520; see also 
Jahukyan 1998: 30-31). The same suffix is seen in synonyms diw-ot and k‘aj-ot 
mentioned by Amatuni (1912: 165-166) next to ¢‘it‘xot. These formations contain 
the words dew and Kaf (both meaning ‘spirit, demon’), respectively. Note also 
Larabat St 'ajk -ot ‘angry, quick-tempered; lunatic’ (see Acarean 1913: 10992). For 
a textual illustration, see Ananyan 1978: 359 (k‘ajkot). In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ one finds 
ays-ot and z-ays-ot glossed as diw-ot and diw-a-har ‘stricken by a demon’, 
respectively (see Amalyan 1975: 17*95*, 98N?^). The forms are composed of ays ‘an 


*! Goris t'it'ilmali seems interesting in this respect. However, the -/- instead of r- could be 
secondary. 
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evil spirit, demon’ and the same suffix -ot. All these examples suggest that ¢ ‘it‘x-ot, 
too, can contain a root that means 'spirit, demon'. Bearing in mind the semantic field 
expressed by words like Arm. xipilik ‘a (night-)spirit; nightmare; butterfly" and Gr. 
yoyn ‘soul; departed spirit, ghost; butterfly or moth’, one may safely interpret 
t ‘it xot (« *t'it'l-ot) as an ot-suffixation based on Sr" ei) ‘butterfly’, here meaning 
“spirit, demon’. 

According to Norayr (s.v. French douve, see HAB 2: 183b), ¢‘it‘ed, tit ‘inek 
means ‘a wingless worm that arises in the heart or the liver? of the sheep as resulted 
from eating too much trefoil’. Aëatvan (HAB 2: 183b) compares this form to Mush 
t‘itatnik. The link is semantic, too, since Mu t ‘it‘etnik, t it tonek also means ‘a kind 
of worm in the liver of the sheep’ according to HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 110a. Cf. 
also Sasun t'it'ernik ‘a kind of sheep illness, when worms arise in the liver of 
sheeps’, Xarberd and Xotorjur t'it'e? ‘a lung illness of animals’. The information 
reported by Norayr (aee above) may help to understand why in the dialect of 
Hamsen (see HAB 2: 369b; Acaryan 1947: 234) the word xipilik ‘a (night-)spirit; 
nightmare; butterfly; beautiful girl; doll’ refers to the trefoil. For the semantic field, 
cf. Slavic *motyl’, which displays meanings like *moth; butterfly; a tapeworm in the 
liver of sheeps; sheep illness; Cyperus flavescens' (according to a folk-belief, this 
plant is harmful to the sheep) [EtimSlovSlavJaz 20, 1994: 84ff]. Note also Gr. wor 
‘soul; departed spirit, ghost; butterfly or moth; sea-starwort, Aster Tripolium’ 
(mentioned also by Aéaryan, HAB 2: 369b). 

In Sip‘an, *t'it'ein is found in the compound maskat ‘it ‘ef ‘butterfly’ (see Amatuni 
1912: 6b). See s.vv. maskat'ew and *maskat 'it'el/Tn. 
eETYM The lexicographers and scholars usually cite (iren ignoring t'it'ein 
‘butterfly’. Whenever they mention the form t'it'eln, they mean the one which 
means ‘leaf of metal’ (see t ‘it‘efn,). Of the two forms meaning ‘butterfly’, only the 
latter, namely ¢ "Ar ein is attested in the literature. The form t'it'ern is a reduplication 
on the basis of *t‘er- < *pter- ‘feather; wing’; see there for a discussion and 
references. 

The etymological relation between t'it'ern ‘butterfly’, t'ir- ‘to fly’, and tert) 
‘leaf? and Gr. *ztep- ‘wing of a bat, birds and insects’ is obvious, as is the reduplic- 
ated nature of t 'it 'ern. In the Armenian dialects of Van and Xarberd, the reduplica- 
tion has become full, namely rie [HAB 2: 185a]. The use of t'r/rt'r- ‘to flutter, 
tremble, vibrate’ (see Malxaseanc‘ HBB 2: 127c, 130-132) referring to birds or 
butterflies is common in the dialects and Modern Armenian. A couple of random 
illustrations will suffice. In a story recorded in Susi (Larabal) we read: “<...> the 
heart of Simon <...> is fluttering like a bird (ugi mnan t'ert'aram)" 
[Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 3075]. In the variant of the famous fairy-tale 
*Hazaran Blbul” written by Xnko Aper, t rt Tal appears alongside rr er ‘butterfly’. 

A question arises: what about ¢‘it‘ein? Acaryan (HAB 2: 182ff) admits the 
etymological identity of ¢‘it‘efn ‘leaf if metal’ and t'it'ern/t'it'eln ‘butterfly’. 
Further, he (HAB 2: 183ab) twice states that *¢‘it‘ein ‘butterfly’ (derivable from NPI 
t'it'unk*) is secondary. Similarly, Jahukyan (1984: 36, 42) treats the anthroponym 


@ Tt will be remembered that the female evil spirits named al-k‘ (see Aéatyan 1913: 53b) 
threaten the heart and the lungs of an embryo. 
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T'it'elnik (11" cent) as a dialectal (SW) variant of rit‘ernik reflecting the 
sound-change 7 > 7. However, the female anthroponym T ‘it 'einik is also attested in 
Larabat at the same period (see above), and the sound-change 7 > 7 is not specified 
any further. The priority of tier seems to function even in such an early attempt 
as that of Gabrielean (1912: 268), who assumes that Akn rer comes from older 
*t rt er, with the suffix -ex also found in other animal-names. To my knowledge, 
t'it'eln ‘butterfly’ is nowhere else mentioned when t 'it'ern is discussed, see (apart 
from references already cited) Pedersen 1982: 126-145 (= 1906: 348, 145); 
Tumanjan 1978: 257-258; Greppin 1981b: 5; Jahukyan 1982: 72; 1987: 144; H 
Suk‘iasyan 1986: 163, etc. 

The dialectal spread of t‘it‘efn ‘butterfly’ is not smaller than that of (ir ern, 
Moreover, t'it'eln is the only variant attested (although late) in the literature. In 
NHB, we find neither t'it'ern nor t'it'ein ‘butterfly’. Only the former is recorded in 
an addendum of dialectal words, s.v. t'it'ern(ik) (see NHB 2: 1062b). For NHB, 
thus, the -7- variant is dialectal. I therefore fail to see criteria which would 
demonstrate that ¢‘it‘ein is secondary. The only argument in favour of the priority of 
t'it'efn seems to have been the etymological relatedness with *tʻiř- ‘to fly’. 
However, the very fact that the relation was and still is transparent suggests that 
t'it'ern (although not necessarily) can be secondary, whereas f¢‘it‘e/n can not, since 
there is no synchronical basis for such a reshaping (in other words, there are neither 
a verbal Sr ei ‘to fly, flutter’, nor *t‘e/- ‘wing’). Instead, one finds some sporadic 
evidence for *t‘el ‘wing’ and *t‘el ‘leaf’; see s.v. *t‘er/l ‘leaf (also of dough)’. The 
obvious parallelism between *t‘er ‘leaf? and Srel ‘leaf? is comparable to that of 
*t'er ‘leaf of dough’ and Srel ‘id.’ (ibid.). These are rather archaic relics which, 
together with the cognates in *-/- such as Gr. zriAov (mentioned also by Aéaryan 
himself) and others strengthen the status of t it ‘etn. 

For t'it'ein ‘butterfly’ we have first to mention Gr. zriAov n. ‘soft feathers, down; 
wing (properly of insects); the wing-like membrane in a kind of serpents’, probably 
with a hypocoristic -120 suffix, which may be linked with the Armenian suffix -i//7 
(on which see e.g. HAB 2: 479a). However, this suffix added to a verbal basis *pt- is 
improbable. In that case, one may treat *ptilom as a word of substratum origin (cf. 
siwn, etc.), which has later been contaminated with the native PArm. *t‘er- < PIE 
*pter-. The form *ptil(o)m would yield Arm. Sr ein (from *t ‘tin; cf. asein ‘needle’ 
from older *asi/n) and, with subsequent reduplication, *t‘i-t‘efn. Note that, both 
formally and semantically, ¢‘it‘efn corresponds to ztidov just like t'it'efn does to 
atepov. In the case the second component of Lat. vespertiliö ‘bat’ is cognate, the 
semantic side of the etymology would become much stronger, since denotations of 
the butterfly and the bat are very often related to each other (see s.v. 
*maskat ‘it ‘er/in). Note also Gr. tida f. ‘plucking; (pl.) flocks or motes floating in the 
air’, t1A[A]a * ntepa (Hesychius). 

Acafyan (HAB 2: 182ff) identified ¢‘it‘efn (API t'it'luns) ‘leaf of metal’ with 
t‘it‘el/rn ‘butterfly’. Petersson (1916: 259) derives t¢‘it‘ein from IE Srel ‘flat, flat 
ground, board’, cf. Gr. tyAia f. ‘board or table with a raised rim or edge, baker’s 
board, etc.’, Lat. tellüs, -üris f. ‘Erde’, etc. Pokorny (1959: 1061) is sceptical about 
the etymology (“sehr unsicher”), but Jahukyan (1987: 153, 186-187) accepts it. 
Earlier, he (1982: 112) was inclined to the etymology proposed by Bugge (1893: 40) 
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who brought t‘it‘ein into connection with Gr. zéraAov n. (also zernAov) ‘leaf; leaf of 
metal’. The Greek word, as well as OHG fedel-gold ‘Blattgold’, are represented in 
Pokorny 1959: 824 under the root *pet- “ausbreiten’. Olsen (1999: 410) suggests 
that ¢‘it‘efn “may once have been an instrument noun *pt(h)etlo- deformed by such 
factors as dissimilation, reduplication (cf. titern ‘lizard’, sisern 'chick-pea") and 
secondary n-stem inflection”. 

I prefer Acaryan's etymology. The semantics of ¢ ‘it‘efn ‘leaf of metal’ is close to 
that of tert ‘leaf of a flower, plant; leaf of metal, etc.’, dial. (widespread) Sr er 
‘leaf (also of dough)’, and (ir ein is formally identical with rit‘ein ‘butterfly’, so 
there is no need to separate these words. 

Arm. t‘it‘eln, ‘leaf of metal’ (q.v.) occurs several times in the Bible, rendering 
Gr. zétadov n. ‘leaf; leaf of metal’. Remarkably, in Leviticus 8.9 one finds the 
Georgian p’ep’ela-, which is the usual word for ‘butterfly’: p’ep’eli igi okrojsaj 
‘golden butterfly’ (see Klimov 1964: 153). The passage, in fact, refers to the golden 
plate (see RevStBible p. 83a; cf. Gr. tò zétaAov tò xpvoodv : Arm. zt'it'elnn oski) 
and has nothing to do with the butterfly. 

One can offer two explanations for this problem: 

(1) the Georgian translator has translated the text from (or has consulted) the 
Armenian Bible and confused Armenian Tir ein ‘leaf (of metal) with the 
homonymous and etymologically identical word for ‘butterfly’. This would imply 
that the meaning ‘butterfly’ of Arm. (ir ein was already present in the time of the 
Georgian translation. That the Georgian Bible has originally been translated from 
Armenian is well known (see H. Anasyan, HaykMaten 2, 1976: 321-328; Cowe 
1992: 239ff); 

(2) there was a Georgian word for ‘plate, leaf (of metal) homonymous to the 
butterfly-word; in this case, the Georgian word would provide us with a parallel for 
the twofold semantics of Arm. t'it'ein. This alternative is less probable. 

We encounter a similar problem in a medieval song entitled “Govasanut‘iwn 
Solomoni tacarin" : “Praise of the Solomon's temple", known from an 18"-century 
manuscript (Matenadaran Nr 2939: 438b; see K‘yoSkeryan 1981: 18, 232-234, 279). 
Here (op. cit. 233-9) we read: Haw t'it'luns arnér zayn margartasarern. We are 
obviously dealing with API ër uns of t it‘efn ‘plate, leaf (of gold)’ which indeed is 
attested three times (3Kings 6.22, 32, 35) in the description of the building of the 
Solomon's temple, referring to (golden) plates. But what does the word haw (‘bird’) 
have to do with the above-mentioned passage from the medieval song? Probably, 
t'it'eln ‘plate’ has been confused with ¢‘it‘ein ‘butterfly’, which in a certain way is 
associated with the compounded designation of the bat, cf. mask-a-t‘it‘er ‘bat’ 
(q.v.). It is remarkable that mask-a-t er occurs in a folk version of the story about 
the building of the temple (here, a fortress to be made of feathers) by Solomon, see 
Lanalanyan 1969: 343-344 ^F 

Lith. peteliske, peteliuske, peteliuska, pateliske ’butterfly’ (also ‘flatterhaftes, 
leichtsinniges Mädchen’) and Latv. peteligs “beweglich, lebhaft, flatterhaft’ are 
usually derived from *pel-tel- (with the root *pel- ‘to fly, flutter’). On the strength 
of the pair *pet-Vr- (cf. Skt. pátra- n. *wing (of a bird), feather’, LAv. patara-ta- 
‘winged’, Hitt. pattar n. ‘wing’, gen.sg. paddan-as, Arm. p'etur ‘feather’, with 
phonological problems; from NSg n. *-or?) next to *pter- (cf. Arm. t'er(t'), Gr. 
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ztepov, mtépve), one might perhaps revive the derivation of the Baltic form from 
*pet-el-. In this case, Lith. peteliske “butterfly’ would be an important cognate of 
Arm. t'it'ein ‘butterfly’. 


*t'it*ot ‘angry’. 

eDIAL Van ('if'xot (see Acarean 1913: 365b), Ararat (HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 
110b), etc. 

eETYM See above, s.v. t 'it'ein», t'it'ern ‘butterfly’. For the suffix, cf. *diw-ot ‘mad’ 
from dew ‘demon’ [Aécarean 1913: 279b], k'ajk'-ot ‘id.’ from k‘ajk‘ ‘demon’, 
(ZJays-ot from ays ‘demon’ (q.v., see also s.v. zaysaysem). Further: Van *ayc-ot-im 
‘to be angry’, lit. ‘to become “goaty”” (from ayc ‘goat’) [Acarean 1913: 92a]. 

On ‘butterfly’ : ‘soul; spirit’, see HAB s.v. xipilik. 


*t*ir- ‘to fly’, independently only in Step‘anos Orbelean: t ‘i (noun) ‘flying’; t*?-c-im 
‘to fly’ (Bible+), t*f-an-im ‘id.’ (Proverbs, etc.), t*/-n-um ‘id.’ (Cyril of Alexandria, 
etc.). 
eETYM See s.v. *t'er ‘leaf’, etc. 


t‘tk‘i, dik*i ‘maple’, spelled also as t ?k(en)i, t'xki, dlk'i, txki [Ali8an 1895: 190“). 
According to Béguinot/Diratzouyan (1912: 66, Nrs 303 and 304), t "ki/txki (with 
synonymous bicti) denotes ‘Acer campestre’, whereas ‘Acer platanoides’ is 
represented by *kat 'n-terew/b-i, on which see 2.1.15. See also Malxaseanc‘ HBB 4: 
418a. 

NHB (2: 1061c), only in the dialectal addendum: diki ‘a tree with valuable wood 
of which spoons are made’. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 188b), attested in “Yatags caroc^" (“On trees"), in 
the form dłkʻi. I cannot identify this source, since it is absent from the bibliography 
of HAB. 
eDIAL Lori, Lazax, Larabat, Laradat t‘xki, Lazax t‘tk-eni, Mus, Bulanox dxki 
‘maple’ (with an initial d- rather than d’-, as ACafyan points out) [HAB 2: 188-189], 
Dersim təki (perhaps a misprint for t‘algi), t ‘atki, t‘akti [Batramyan 1960: 80b]. 

Although almost unattested in the literature and more widespread in the Eastern 
dialects (cf. also Alisan 1895: 190‘), the word is also present in the Western 
dialectal area (Mu$-Bulanox and Dersim) and may be thus old. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is recorded in HAB 2: 188-189. 

The word may be analized as Sr oui + the tree-suffix -k'i/-ki (cf. hacar-k/k -i 
‘beech’, dial. katnak‘i vs. class. katni ‘oak’, etc.). The root resembles Sr ei found in 
t'eli ‘elm’ and t'elaws (see s.vv.). For a semantic association, cf. Oss. wis-ged 
‘maple’ from PIE *uing- ‘elm’ (see P. Friedrich apud Mallory/Adams 1987: 178b; 
see also s.v. knjni *elm"), if the connection is accepted. 

In this case, Dersim t‘akti (next to t'2/ki) would be considered a metathesized 
form of t 7k i, which seems strange. Therefore, one may alternatively assume that 
ttkʻi is a metathesized form of *t‘k-y/xi, preserved intact only in Dersim. Bearing in 
mind that the maple belongs to the family Aceraceae, one can think of Bacbian 
stagar and Chechen stajr ‘Acer platanoides', which have been connected with Hurr. 
taskar-inna ‘box-tree’ (see Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 25). Perhaps, a Caucasian 
form of the type *tagar/I- is responsible for the Armenian word. The latter may have 
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been formed with the suffix found in tree-names like katamaxi, tawsax(i), etc. (see 
2.3.1). 

The alternation t -/d- is reminiscent of the case of t'awt'ap ‘em and p 'lanim (see 
Weitenberg 1992). 

Alternatively, t 7k; ‘maple’ can be compared with Oss. tulz/tolze ‘oak’ and 
Hung. tölgy ‘oak’ (on which see Cheung 2002: 232). For the semantics, cf. Basque 
azkar, which, depending on the dialect, denotes ‘maple’ or ‘oak’ (see P. Friedrich 
1970: 66). 


t*uz, o-stem: GDSg t z-o-y, AblSg i t z-o-y (Bible); i-stem: GDPI t z-i-c' (Plato) ‘fig’ 
(Bible+), ‘a fig-like tumour’ (“BzSkaran” apud NHB 1: 820c) [cf. Gr. o$xov ‘fig; a 
large wart on the eyelids, also tumours in other places’]; dial. also *vulva', see 
below; t'zeni, ea-stem: GDSg t zenw-o-y, AblSg i t'zenwoy, LocSg i t‘zenwoj, ISg 
t'zene-a-w 'fig-tree' (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. With -n : T^iflis t‘uza, gen. t zan, Agulis, Larabat, 
etc. t‘ozna. The -n is seen in t z-n-eni ‘fig-tree’, attested in 1788 [HAB 2: 202a]. 
Note also Loti t'z-(e)n-k -i ‘fig-tree’ e.g. in a fairy-tale from the village of Snot 
(recorded by Hm. MaZinyan; see Nawasardeanc‘ 5, 1889: 67, lines 9, 15 = HZHek‘ 
8, 1977: 17-2, 18): t'znk'u terew “leaf of fig-tree”. 

No trace of -n in the Van-group; see Acaryan 1952: 261 (not listed in 124-126, 
under an-declension); M. Muradyan 1962: 196b, cf. 102; Orbeli 2002: 232. 

In Aslanbek and Ozim, t‘uz also means ‘vulva’; cf. Gr. oökov ‘fig; pudenda 
muliebria’, Germ. Feige. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1854: 30795, compared with Gr. oökov, Boeotian rüxov 
n. ‘fig; a large wart on the eyelids, also tumours in other places; pudenda muliebria, 
female genitals’, cok, Dor. ooxéa, Heraclean Dor. oökia f. *fig-tree, Ficus Carica’. 
The Armenian and the Greek words cannot be separated from Lat. ficus, i and us, f. 
‘fig-tree’ and, in view of phonological irregularities, are treated as words of 
Mediterranean (or Asia Minor) rather than of Indo-European origin [Meillet 
1908-09b: 163; Meillet/Vendryes 1924: 17; HAB 2: 202a; Frisk 2: 818; P. Friedrich 
1970: 150 (also with Burushaski pfak); Jahukyan 1987: 307, 309, 466; Mallory / 
Adams 1997: 433b; Olsen 1999: 936 (“a cultural loan")]. 

Patrubány (1908: 278a) derives the Armenian and the Greek words (as well as 
Slav. *tyky, cf. Russ. tykva ‘pumpkin’) from PIE *tū- ‘to swell’ and presents Lat. 
ficus separately (1n the previous entry), from PIE *d"'6- ‘to suck’. This view cannot 
be maintained. The connection with Gr. oixvg ‘cucumber’, Slav. *tyky ‘pumpkin’, 
etc. (on which see s.v. sex ‘melon’) is untenable; see also Walde/Hofmann 1, 1938: 
492. Gr. ov and Mycenean su-za < *sukya have been compared with Hitt. sigga- 
‘a plant’ without a mention of Boeotian röxov and the Armenian and the Latin forms 
(see Hoffner 1967: 4354). This is not convincing either. 

The phonological correspondences, in particular Arm. -z vs. Gr. and Lat. *-k-, and 
Lat. fī- vs. Arm. and Gr. *tu-, are not easily explicable. De Lagarde (1854: 30275) 
compares the case of Arm. xoz ‘pig’ vs. Pers. xük "dr Patrubány (1908: 278a) 
assumes that Arm. *t'us- yielded t‘uz under the influence of ankoyz ‘walnut’. The 


& A misunderstanding seems to have taken place in HAB 2: 202a, in the representation of 
Patrubány's etymology. 
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correspondence Gr. t- : Lat. f- betrays a “phonème étranger", also found in Gr. Aitpa 
‘pound; a silver coin of Sicily’ : Lat. libra < *lifra "Roman pound; level; balance; 
scales’ [Meillet 1908-09b: 163]. Morani (1991: 175) treats Arm. t'uz next to Lat. 
ficus, etc. as borrowed from a substratum and posits an initial *b-. One may posit a 
*^- with facultative voicing and aspiration (cf. Beekes 2008: 46 on Pre-Greek). 

Jahukyan (1987: 307) points out that Arm. t'uz cannot be derived from Greek, 
and that it implies a source form of the type *tug"-, with an impossible root structure 
for an Indo-European word (a combination of a voiceless stop and a voiced aspirated 
one), unless *-g”- is a determinative. He (op. cit. 466) also mentions the Semitic 
parallels (Akkad. tittu(m), Aram. tén/tta, Arab. tin, etc.; cf. Adonc‘ 1938: 460-461 = 
1972: 385-386) considering them to be formally remote. 

In view of the Latin vocalism, one may tentatively reconstruct Mediterr. *iuoik- 
or *ta(i)k-. The final voiced -z of Arm. t'uz points to (or has been influenced by) the 
suffixal element j/z which abounds in plant-names, animal-names, etc. (see 2.3.1). 
Alternatively: */"i&-, which would also explain the Greek anlaut vacillation 1-/s- (cf. 
Beekes 2008: 48, 52). 

Arm. dial. (T‘iflis, Lori, Agulis, Larabat, etc.) *t ‘uzn probably reflects *r uz-(o)m 
‘fig’ (the fruit), cf. Gr. oóxov n. ‘fig’ (the fruit) vs. curi], cokéa, oökia f. ‘fig-tree’. 
See also s.v. mor ‘blackberry’. 


t'umni, Bargirk* hayoc‘: t 'umni ‘darkness’ (var. t'urmn), t'umnanal ‘to become dark’ 
(see Amalyan 1975: 123*??5 cf. also rus ‘night’ or ‘dark’, t‘usi ‘darkness’ (ibid. 
Nrs. 216, 227; see also p. 373). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 210b) only records the existence of Pers. tum "dark" and 
leaves the origin of the Armenian word open. 
Probably from PIE *te/om-(e)n- ‘dark’; see s.v. place-name 7 amnis. 


t^u$, a-stem ‘cheek’. 

13" century onwards. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, in the meaning ‘cheek’. In Xarberd, Polis and 
Suc'ava: ‘the soft part of the chin’; in Tigranakert: ‘the cheek from inside’ [HAB 2: 
207b]. 

The Tigranakert meaning, I think, allows to consider another possible cognate, 
namely Moks t ‘us ‘bite, biting’ (= *npukyc, oTkyc’), on which see Orbeli 2002: 233; 
a textual illustration is found in 101-6. Note that one of the possible meanings of 
t‘ur ‘cheek’ (q.v.) is ‘bite = a piece bitten off to eat; a mouthful’. 

In ModArm., t‘us also refers to the soft part of the buttocks (ori t‘us); see Atayan 
1974: 73 (footnote), 74. 
eETYM No etymology is mentioned in HAB 2: 207-208. 

Alayan (1974: 71-74) connects t'us with Cut (q.v.), pointing out that the basic 
meaning is ‘swelling’, exactly like in ayt ‘cheek’ (q.v.). Then, he derives them from 
*tu-r-so- (cf. Gr. owpdc¢ m. ‘heap, especially of corn’, etc.) < PIE *teuH- or *teHu- 
‘to swell; crowd, folk; fat; strong’, for the semantics mentioning especially OIc. pjo 
“Oberschenkel, Arschbacke’. For the twofold development of *-rs- as -7 and -(r)s 
Alayan mentions f'aram-/t 'arsam- (see s.v. and 2.1.12). 

In order to approach the semantic development, one needs a closer look at 
Balto-Slavic *tu(o)rH-: ORuss. tvore ‘appearance’, Pol. twór ‘creation, creature’, 


turc 297 


Lith. äptvaras ‘fence’, etc.; OCS tvoriti ‘do, make’: Russ. tvorit’, Czech tvoriti ‘to 
create, do’, etc.; Lith. tvirtas ‘strong, firm, solid’; OCS tvred> ‘firm, solid’ < 
*turH-d'o-; *tuörH-eh>-: OCS tvare f, SCr. tvar ‘creation, creature’, Sin. tvar 
‘matter’, Lith. tvora ‘fence’, etc. Note the remarkable semantic identity of Czech 
tvar, Pol. twarz, Slk. tvár ‘face, cheek’ with Arm. t'ur, t ‘us ‘cheek’. 

The semantic basis of t‘us might have been ‘appearance’ (cf. ORuss. tvorb 
‘appearance’), which would then have developed into ‘face’ (cf. Arm. eres ‘face’, if 
indeed related with erewim ‘to appear’) > ‘cheek’. However, the whole semantic 
field seems to be as follows: ‘to grow, swell; to be(come) solid, firm, srong; to make 
solid, strengthen, fasten; to create’. Thus: ‘a swollen part of the body’. This may be 
corroborated by other Armenian possible cognates, namely t'or ‘lobe of the ear’ and 
t‘ort ‘os ‘ripened; fat; swollen’ (q.v.). For the semantic field, see s.v. boyt‘ ‘lobe (of 
the ear or the liver); thumb; hump; young of a frog’, suggesting a basic meaning like 
‘a soft lump of flesh; a roundish projecting part of the body’. 

It is difficult to establish the exact protoform(s) of the Armenian words. The 
proto-form *tu-r-so- suggested by Alayan (ibid.) and accepted by scholars from 
Armenia proper (Suk‘iasyan 1986: 164; Jahukyan 1987: 154), to the best of my 
knowledge, is not corroborated by cognates. However, such a proto-form might have 
been created at an early stage of Armenian: from verbal *tuHr- (or *turH-) ‘to swell, 
etc.’ an s-stem neuter was formed meaning ‘swelling; cheek’ (cf. Gr. oióog n. 
‘swelling’, Arm. ayt ‘cheek’ from verbal oióéo ‘to swell’ and Arm. ayt-n-um ‘to 
swell’). From this *twHr-os n., a form with *-s-o- was created as in Skt. utsa- m. 
‘spring, fountain’ < *ud-s-o- from PIE *ued-os- n. ‘water’ (cf. Gr. óóog n. ‘water’, 
Arm. get, o-stem ‘river’, q.v.). Thus: *tuHr-so-. 

Alternatively, t'ur (but not ¢‘us) may have been formed by the suffixal element 
*-r- on the basis of *t(o)uH-s- (cf. Skt. távisi- f. ‘strength, power’, etc.). Thus: 
*t(o)uH-s-r- > t'ur (and, perhaps, *touH-s-r- > PArm. *to(w)ar > t'or). For other 
possible cases of such formations, see s.vv. antar, getar. 


Cut probably ‘cheek’ and/or ‘bite, a mouthful’, ‘swelling, fullness’. 

Attested in Philo. In compounds: t 7-a-lir (with lir‘ ‘full, replete") and hask-a-t ‘ur 
(with hask ‘ear (of corn)’), both in Agat'angelos. For a philological discussion I 
refer to HAB 2: 208a; Alayan 1974: 71-74. In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘: t'urs: t'uss (see 
Amalyan 1975: 123°), Here, thus, Cut is taken as synonymous to tus ‘cheek’. 

Some lexicographers present (ur as meaning (also) ‘a bite = a piece bitten off to 
eat; a mouthful’ (see HAB, ibid.). Here again, there is parallelism with ¢‘us; note the 
semantics of Moks and, partially, in Tigranakert. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB (2: 208a). 

See s.v. tus. 


t*urc, o-stem in NHB (without ref.) ‘cheek’. 
The oldest attestation is found in P‘awstos Buzand 5.37 (1883-1984: 204-5; 
transl. Garsoian 1989: 219). 
eETYM Usually linked with arac- ‘to browse, graze’ and Gr. towyw (see s.v. for 
more detail). More probably, t‘urc ‘cheek’ is comparable to Lat. turgeo ‘to swell 
out, become swollen or tumid’ and the other Armenian words for ‘cheek’, namely 
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tus and t ur [Alayan 1974: 74; Jahukyan 1987: 197], q.v. (see also s.v. t urc-;). For 
the semantic development ‘swollen’ > ‘cheek’, see above s.v. t ‘us ‘cheek’. 


t*urc-; ‘to burn bricks or pots of clay in order to harden them’. 

The verb t rcem is attested from the Bible onwards. In Genesis 11.3: t'rcesc 'uk' 
zayn hrov = óntýowuev adtag zopí. StRevBible translates: “let us <...> burn them 
(i.e. the bricks) thoroughly". Independently attested in John Chrysostom+, as 
adjective: t 'urc ‘hardened (in fire)’. 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 2: 210a. 

I hypothetically propose a connection with Lith. tvirtas ‘strong, firm, solid’, OCS 
tvrodo ‘firm, solid’, etc., from PIE *rurH-t/d'-. The Armenian form would require, 
then, *turH-d-s- (from the sigmatic aorist?) or *turH-g-, cf. Lat. turgeö ‘to swell out, 
become swollen or tumid'. In the latter case, t‘urc- is identical with £'urc; ‘cheek’ 
(q.v.). 

t*uk*, o-stem ‘spit, saliva’; t'k*anem ‘to spit’ (Bible). 

eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 2: 212b]. 

eETYM Compared with Lat. spuo, Goth. speiwan, Gr. mo. etc. ‘to spit’, the 
proto-form of which is difficult to establish (see HAB 2: 212; Pokorny 1959: 
999-1000; Mallory/Adams 1997: 538a). Discussing the anlaut correspondence 
between Arm. t“ and Gr. mt- (see also s.v. t‘eli *elm"), Greppin (1982: 351) also 
introduces Arm. t 'uk' and Gr. zröw. According to Clackson (1994: 169), however, 
"the two languages have most likely made separate onomatopoeic creations or 
reformations". For a further discussion, see Hamp 1985; Orel 1994a: 39-40. 

The -k‘ may be in a way related with coll.-pl. -k‘ found in suk‘ ‘shade’, c 'amak' 
‘dry; earth, dry land’, p uk‘ ‘bellows’, etc. 


I 


*i- ‘thing’ and interrogative indefinite pronoun ‘what’: acc. z-i, gen. &-r, dat.-loc. i-m, 
hi-m, abl. i-m-e, instr. i-w; pl. i-k‘, gen. i-r-i-k‘, dat.-loc. i-m-i-k‘, abl. y-imek -e (and 
imek' in Eznik Kotbac‘i, see Meillet 1913: 63), instr. i-w-i-k' (an interesting form is 
imik'i var. lect. in Sirach 41.19, see HAB 2: 254-255) ‘something’; i-mn, abl. y- 
imemn-é ‘a thing’; in-c*, obl. anc -i- ‘a thing, something’, ind‘-k, i-stem: GDPI anc - 
i-c' “property, possessions'; i-r, a-stem: GDPI ir-a-c‘, IPl ir-a-w-k' “thing, 
something’ (note also frozen instr. ir-a-w, pl. ir-a-w-k' as adv. ‘truly, indeed’; cf. y- 
ir-aw-i “id.’, as well as iraw- in compounds); *hi- in hi-m ‘why’ (Bible+) and in a 
few post-classical derivatives. 

All the forms are widely attested since the oldest stage of Classical Armenian. 
eDIAL The forms ik‘ (also ir-k' through contamination with ir) and inc‘ (in Larabal, 
etc. with an initial h-) are widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 245, 250b, 255b]; 
*iraw ‘true, truly’ has been preserved in Ararat, Ozim, and in a number of NW, W 
and SW dialects [HAB 2: 251a]; *er is present in a few SE peripheral dialects: 
Marala, T'avriz her and Astapat ner ‘why’; cf. also Ararat xi and Larabat xe ‘why’ 
[HAB 2: 119b; 3: 92a]. 
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The initial h- of Larabat hinc' ‘what’ and Marata her ‘why’ is probably related 
with that of ClArm. hi- ‘why’. In view of Astapat n-er, one may also think of *y- and 
*n- forms of ur ‘where’ (see there for more detail). The ultimate origin of ClArm. h- 
and dialectal x- 1s unclear. 
eETYM Usually derived from PIE SET. Compare structurally o-mn, o-r, o-k‘; for the 
material, references and a discussion, see HAB 2: 235, 242b, 250, 251a, 254-255; 3: 
92-93. For references to the paradigms and a general discussion, see 2.2.5. The form 
inc‘ has been directly compared with Skt. kim-cit (Meillet 1892: 162,; Pedersen 
1924: 224b = 1982: 307b; Tedesco 1945: 132,54; Pisani 1950: 166-167; Ravnæs 
1991: 138, 147). For the typology of -k‘, o-k' and the like cf. Lat. quis-quam “any, 
any one, anybody, anything’, quis-quis whoever, whatever’, Gr. 6o-te, etc. 
(Jahukyan 1982: 149). On relation with i-br, iw-r, etc., see Meillet 1896b: 53. 

The development of initial *&"- is problematic, however. For the initial A- and x-, 
see the dialectal section. For a further discussion, see s.vv. pronouns o- and u-r. 

On the other hand, Arm. i-r ‘thing’ has been treated as a loan from Part. ir [‘yr] 
“thing, matter" (Benveniste 1957-58: 57; 1964: 11-12; Schmitt 1972-74: 25; 
Perixanjan 1983: 126, 3275; for the Parthian form, see also Boyce 1977: 24)). The 
resemblance is remarkable. However, the inner-Armenian interpretation and the 
parallelism between the sets of forms based on pronominal i- and o- make the 
Iranian interpretation improbable and unnecessary (cf. L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 213, 
215; further cf. Olsen 1999: 883-884)°*. Theoretically, the Parthian form may have 
been borrowed from Armenian. 


iz, i-stem: GDSg iz-i, GDPI iz-i-c' ‘viper’ (Bible+). 

For a philological discussion, see s.v. k‘arb ‘basilisk, asp’. 
eDIAL Alaskert iz ‘poisonous (snake)’, Sebastia iz ‘a malicious person’ [HAB 2: 
239a]. 
eETYM Related to Gr. £yic, -eoc, GPI &xewv m. (f.) [GSg &xıog; plural: dat. drieoot, 
gen. éyiwv, acc. éyiac (also £yeic); cf. also éyidva f.] ‘viper; name of a monster’, Skt. 
ahi- m. ‘snake, adder’ (RV+), YAv. azi- m. ‘snake, dragon’, MP az ‘dragon’ (LW 
from Avestan), etc.; cf. also Gr. doc, gen. ógecc, -eoc, Dor. and Ion. Ööpıog m. 
‘serpent’ [Hübschmann 1897: 450; HAB 2: 238-239; Meillet 1936: 75; Pokorny 
1959: 44; fahukyan 1987: 112]. 

Compared with Gr. £yic first by de Lagarde 1854: 29'’”. For the problem of *é 
vs. *o in Arm. iz vs. Gr. dgic, see Schindler 1994: 398. 

Hardly of Iranian origin (see L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 215). 

In view of the Armenian Z, the PIE root probably had labiovelar *-g"^- rather than 
palatovelar *-"-. The association with ozni ‘hedgehog’ will then be secondary. The 
sibilant -z- of Arm. iz instead of the expected affricate -j- is troublesome. The 
vocalism is usually considered to point to lengthened grade: *h,&g””-i- (see the 
references above). This is possible, cf. the alternation *-&- : *-e- seen in the 
following animal-names: Gr. éAa@ané, -exog f. ‘fox’ vs. Arm. atues ‘fox’, obl. afues-; 
Arm. ak'is ‘weasel’ vs. Skt. kasika- f. ‘Ichneumonweibchen’ or ‘weasel’, kása- 
‘weasel’ (see s.vv.). 


$^ Olsen 1999: 884 suggests a comparison with Olc. id ‘deed, doing’. 
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We may explain QIE *h,eg"”-i- by positing an older monosyllabic root noun (cf. 
Beekes 1995: 189-190): nom. *h jeg ""-s, obl. * vest This is uncertain, however. 
Besides, the actual evidence points to a PIE i-stem. I am inclined to the explanation 
of Pedersen (1905: 205 = 1982: 67), which has been developed by de Lamberterie 
(1978: 266, 281) as follows: *eg""i- > *eji- > *eyji- > *ēž, cf. *med"-io- > Arm. mēj, 
cf. Lat. medius ‘mid, middle’, see also s.vv. e$ ‘donkey’ and giser ‘night’, as well as 
2.1.2. 

The sibilant Z instead of the affricate / in intervocalic position (cf. Meillet 1936: 
28) is not explained satisfactorily. I therefore propose to start with a PIE HD i-stem: 
nom. *h,ég""-(d)i-, gen. *h;(e)g""-j-ós, cf. Gr. gen. &yıos. An assibilation *-g""i- > 
-yjy- > -yzy- seems very likely. We arrive at PArm. nom. *e(yJj-i-, gen. *ezyo- > > 
*ez(i) : *iz- > > iz, obl. iz-, with the nominative iz analogically reshaped after the 
oblique iZ-, as has explicitly been pointed out by de Lamberterie (1978: 266, 281). 
The last step can probably also help to understand the vocalism of ji ‘horse’ (q.v.). 
For a further discussion on the labiovelar, see Speirs 1978: 7; Viredaz 2005-07: 9- 
10. 

As is well known, the designations for ‘snake’ are liable to tabu-changes (see 
2.1.36). In this particular case, however, the phonological explanation seems 
satisfactory. 


il, o-stem (Proverbs 31.19 = Gr. &rpaxtoc 'spindle?), il-ik (ISg il-k-aw in Kanonagirk*) 
‘spindle’. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the form i/-ik. The root seems to be 
present in the Larabat compound (ə)ləpútik tal ‘to walk continuously’ < *il-a-putik 
tal ‘to twist like a spindle’ [HAB 2: 239b]. 

According to Jahukyan (1972: 282; 1987: 122, 214, 277), Mara& illel ‘to twist’ 
(see Aéatean 1913: 396b; Galustean 1934: 387'*) belongs here, too, as an archaism. 
Note also K‘esab illil ‘to wind, reel; to turn’, ilvil ‘to turn around oneself? 
[C*olak'ean 1986: 241]. C‘olak‘ean (ibid.), however, derives illil from *ol-el, not 
specifying the latter form. He probably means olorem, which, indeed, is regularly 
reflected as illel or illil in the dialects of Cilicia and Svedia, see HAB 3: 552a; 
Acafyan 2003: 66, 332, 383, 582. Andreasyan (1967: 226-227, 378a), however, 
presents illil ‘to twist’ and its derivatives in the purely dialectal glossary, rendering 
ClArm. olorel as Svedia ularil, cf. Maraš alrel [Danielyan 1967: 204a]. 

Several dialects have a homonymous i/ik in meanings ‘spine’, ‘marrow’, etc.: 
Polis *marrow/moelle d'un os’, Larabat (iligy) ‘spinal column’ [Acarean 1902: 141], 
Ararat, Karin, Xarberd, etc. ‘spinal column’, Hamsen ‘stomach’ [HayLezBrbBar 2, 
2002: 166a]. Note also Van xaram-ilik *moelle épiniére? [Acarean 1902: 141]. 

The Armenian dialects of Polis and Akn have ilika-clika ‘the essence of the 
subject (with all the subtle details) (see Acarean 1913: 396b; HayLezBrbBar 2, 
2002: 166). Aécaryan (ibid.) does not specify the components. In view of the 
existence of the synonymous u/n u cuca ‘the true nature, the essence’ (Modern 
Armenian; see Malxaseanc‘, HBB 3: 5972), literally “the brain and marrow" (see 
ulel), one may identify the components of iliko-clika as ilik ‘spine, marrow’ and cl-ik 
‘clitoris’ (see Acarean 1913: 516b). The latter is a diminutive form of cil ‘sprout, 


$5 Misprinted “Marata”. 
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shoot, bud’. In the corresponding expression from Sebastia (see Gabikean 1952: 
216), one finds ilə cila ‘every detail’. The semantic shift ‘marrow’ > ‘essence; basis’ 
is well known, cf. Engl. marrow, Germ. Mark, Fr. moelle. 

According to N. Mkrté'yan (1971: 202), the second meaning of Burdur ilik 
‘spindle’ is ‘marrow’ (ofnacuc). Ačatyan (1902: 141; see also HAB 3: 594b), 
however, considers Arm. ilik ‘marrow/moelle’ as a loan from Turk. ilik 
*marrow/moelle'. See also below. 
eETYM Lidén (1906: 130-131) compares il with Lith. /efikti ‘to bend, walk around’; 
Skt. ont. m. ‘axle-pin, linch-pin; part of the leg above the knee’ (RV+); Gr. gor 
f. ‘spindle’, and connects il ‘spindle’ with otn ‘spine, etc.’ and uln ‘neck’ (q.v.). 
Comparing the semantic development seen in Gr. ogóvóbDAoc m. ‘vertebra; (pl.) 
backbone, spine; neck; joint; circular whorl which balances and twirls a spindle’, 
etc., he points out that the older meaning of il(ik) could have been ‘spine, spinal 
column’. Pokorny (1959: 307-309, s.v. *el- ‘to bow, bend; elbow’) and Jahukyan 
(1987: 122, 437) accept this etymology. Others are mostly sceptical about it, see 
HAB 2: 239; Olsen 1999: 955. It is remarkable that next to Arm. i/ik ‘spindle’, there 
is yet another ilik (in a number of dialects; see above) in the meanings ‘marrow’, 
‘spinal column’, etc., which is considered a loan from Turk. ilik ‘marrow/moelle’ 
(Atarean 1902: 141; HAB 3: 594b). Is the resemblance accidental? Turk. and Azeri 
ilik cannot be an Armenian borrowing because it is a native Turkic word, namely 
PTurk. *jilik ‘marrow’, cf. OTurk. jilik (OUygh.), Turkm. jilik, Uzb. ilik, Bashk. 
Jelek, etc. (see EtymDictAltLang 2003, 2: 865). 

The connection of il ‘spindle’ with ofn ‘spine, etc.’ and uln ‘neck’ can be 
accepted only if the internal laryngeal of the PIE root (see s.v. on) is a *-h;- 
(*Heh;l- > Arm. il), which is uncertain. 


ij, i-stem: GDPI a#j-i-c‘ in Daniel 2.27 (Cowe 1992: 160); a-stem: ISg af-a-w in 
Eusebius of Caesarea, ‘desire’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.18, Book of Chries, etc.), 
‘witch, sorcerer’ (Bible); afjam, oljanam ‘to desire, pray; to cast a spell’ (Bible+). 

For the semantic shift of ifj, cf. Skt. ya- ‘to request, implore’ > yatu- m. ‘sorcery, 

witchcraft’ (RV+), Arm. jatuk ‘sorcerer’ (Iranian loan). 
eDIAL Aéaryan (HAB 2: 241a) questions the appurtenance of Larabat *ilj-ot-v-il ‘to 
be angry with someone’. One may assume that the word originally referred to the 
ecstatic fury of prophets or sorcerers. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 2: 240b) rejects all the etymologies including those 
comparing i/j with Skt. eh- ‘to strive for, desire’ (AV+), Y Av. iziieiti ‘to desire’, 
aezah- n. ‘desire’, Gr. iyatvo, etc. This etymology is worth of consideration. Arm. 
ilj, i- or a-stem ‘desire’ may be derived from *Hig"-I- > PArm. *(h)ij-I- > if through 
regular metathesis. The absence of cognates with *-/- is not a decisive argument 
against the etymology, since i/j may have been influenced by synonymous bafj (also 
i-stem) and gejj. 

im ‘my’, etc.: see s.v. es ‘T. 

inn, NPI in(n)un-k' in Luke 17.17, GDPI inun-c' in Genesis 17.24 (vars. inuc ', innuc‘, 
annuc', etc., see Zeyt'unyan 1985: 218), IPl innam-b-k' (John Chrysostom); GDPI 
inn-u-c‘ (Grigor Narekac'i), ADIPI y-inn-u-c' (Grigor Astuacaban), IPl innu-k' 
(Eusebius of Caesarea); sg. rare and late: gen. inan(n) (Socrates, Elias on Aristotle), 


302 inn-sun 


loc. y-inann (Socrates) ‘nine’ (Bible+); inn-erord, a-stem: GDSg innerord-i, AblSg 
y-innerord-e (Bible+), ISg innerord-a-w (Eusebius of Caesarea) ‘ninth’ (Bible); 
inn-ew-tasn or inn-u-tasn ‘nineteen’, lit. “nine and ten’ (Bible+); inn-sun ‘ninety’ 
(q.v.). 

eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly as *ina or *inna [HAB 2: 244a]. 

eETYM From PIE *h;neun ‘nine’: Skt. nava, YAv. nauua, Gr. évvéa, Lat. novem, 
Goth. niun, OHG niun, OCS devete, Alb. nente/ nänte, etc. Hübschmann 1897: 450- 
451; HAB 2: 243-244 with lit.; Pokorny 1959: 318; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 24- 
25; Mallory/Adams 1997: 403a. For Albanian, see Kortlandt 1986: 45 — 2003: 74; 
Demiraj 1997: 294-295; 1997a. 

The Armenian form has been explained from *h neun, *h;nun- (see Beekes 1969: 
45-46; Schrijver 1991: 17, 449; cf. Schmitt 1981: 130)°°. Olsen 1988-89: 481-482 
suggests a metathesis *neun > *enun-. The proto-form *enun (see Audouin 1892: 
64; Hübschmann ibid.; HAB ibid.; Jahukyan 1982: 71; Olsen 1999: 6) is untenable, 
since it would yield Arm. *ing(a)n. Winter 1965: 101; 1966: 203 starts with *Enewn 
(*E = *hj) > *inowan reduced to *inown under the influence of tasn ‘ten’ (but note 
that these two numerals are inflected differently). Eichner 1978: 15235 assumes a 
restructuring *-up > *-un (see also Olsen 1999: 801, 805). For a critical discussion 
of these and other views, see Kortlandt 1976: 944; 1987: 62 = 2003: 33, 76; Ravnæs 
1991: 18, 77-78; Clackson 1994: 124-126. 

An interesting and plausible scenario has been proposed by Peters (1991; see also 
Viredaz 2001-02a: 1-2; sceptical Clackson 1994: 225-226134): *h neun > *inowan > 
inoan > inon (contraction and subsequent fixation of the penultimate accent) > inn. 
Beekes 2003: 165 posits *hjneun (not *-u-) > *eneun > inn with loss of the 
diphthong in last syllable. However, the simplest solution is to start with PArm. 
*enun- < *h nun-o-, with the zero grade vocalism taken from the ordinal (Kortlandt 
1993: 11; 1994a: 255 = 2003: 103, 100). Such an influence of ordinals is also seen in 
other numerals, such as vec‘ ‘six’ and tasn ‘ten’, perhaps also e(a)wt‘n ‘seven’ (see 
S.VV.). 

The ‘prothetic’ vowel *e- in the Greek and Armenian forms (*en- > Arm. in-) is 
now taken as a reflex of *h,-, Winter 1965: 101 (see above); Beekes 1969: 45-46; 
1987b: 7; 2003: 165, 180; Rix 1970:101; Mayrhofer 1986: 126,15; Kortlandt 1987: 
62; 2001: 12 = 2003: 76, 132; Greppin 1988-89: 479; Viredaz 2001-02a: 1; for a 
critical discussion and further references, see Olsen 1988-89: 481-482; 1999: 6, 763- 
764; Lindeman 1990: 28-30; 1997: 131; Clackson 1994: 124-126; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 24. For a discussion of the ‘prothetic’ vowel, see also Audouin 
1892: 61-62, 64; Meillet 1927: 132-133; 1936: 143; Winter 1989: 34. 


inn-sun, i-stem: GDSg innasn-i (Philo), annsn-i (Nersés Snorhali), GDPI innsn-i-c' 
(Plato) ‘ninety’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 244b]. In a number of ka-dialects (Nor 
Naxijewan, Polis, HamSen, Karin, Xarberd, Zeyt‘un, Van, etc.) innsun has been 
replaced by doxsan < Turk. doqsan [Aéafean 1902: 342; HAB 2: 244b]. Goris 
innássun, Marala innanac'c'un and others are analogical after eawt'anasun 
‘seventy’ and vat ‘sun > vac ‘c ‘un ‘sixty’. 


6% Szemerényi 1960: 171-173 reconstructs *neum. 
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eETYM The decimal form of inn ‘nine’, cf. Gr. &vevykovza ‘ninety’ (on which see 
Chantraine 1968-80: 349b), Lat. nonaginta ‘id.’, etc., see HAB 2: 244; Meillet 1936: 
100-101. The Armenian form points to QIE *hnunekomth;. PArm. *in(u)nísun with 
penultimate accentuation would probably yield *innisun. The medial *-i- may have 
dropped due to re-analysis as inn + -sun. Compare yisun ‘fifty’, vat'sun ‘sixty’, 
ut ‘sun ‘eighty’. Further, see s.v. inn ‘nine’. 


ink‘n, GDSg ink ‘ean, ISg ink'eam-b, NPI ink ‘ean-k‘, GDP ink'ean-c ' ‘self’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 246a]. 
@ETYM See s.v. iwr ‘his own’. 


irear, y-/z-irear, gen.-dat. irer-a-c ', instr. irer-a-w-k' recipr. ‘each other’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, also with prepositions: Larabat, Agulis, Juta, etc. 
*(an)d-irear, Moks *z-irear [HAB 2: 252]. Mus, AlaSkert h’irar (HAB ibid.) and 
Moks h’irar (Orbeli 2002: 278) point to *y-irear. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 2: 251a; AéafLiak 2, 1954: 118-131. 

Rasmussen (1985: 46-48 = 1999: 124-127) suggests *eter-eter-a-, cf. OCS eterv 

‘someone’, Skt. yatará- m. ‘which of the two’, Gr. Erepog ‘one of two’, Lat. ceterus 
“the other’, céteri ‘the others’, etc.; typologically compare Latin alter alterum, etc. 
The vocalic problem may be solved by assuming an underlying *iter- comparable 
with Skt. itara- “another, the other’ (Olsen 1999: 392). Thus, we may posit *iter-iter- 
eh- > *irer-a- through haplology and loss of the intervocalic *-t-, although details 
remain unclear. The -ear may be identified with (or have been re-interpreted as 
containing) the collective marker -ear (cf. AcarLiak 2, 1954: 118). 


iwr, GSg iwr-o-y, DSg iwr-um, ISg iwr-o-v, GDPI iwr-o-c ‘, IPl iwr-o-v-k' refl. pron. 
‘his own, etc.’ (Bible). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 254b]. 
eETYM Continues PIE refl. *seue/o- ‘sich’, cf. Gr. £ éé, Lat. suus, se, gen. sut, Goth. 
sik, etc.; derived from *seue/o-ro-, see Hübschmann 1897: 451; Pedersen 1905a: 22 
= 1982: 26; Grammont 1918: 244; HAB 2: 253-254 with references; AcarLiak 2, 
1954: 117-130; Pisani 1950: 185-186; Pokorny 1959: 882; Eichner 1978: 15339; 
Schmitt 1981: 117; Jahukyan 1982: 39, 147-148; 1987: 146; for the forms, see also 
Rix 1992: 180; Beekes 1995: 209-210; Szemerényi 1996: 220-221. 

The element -r- was probably taken from the other pronouns (cf. 1-2pl.pers.pron. 
me-r and ier, see s.v. mek‘ "weil and added to the PIE genitive "segue at a relatively 
younger stage; iwr probably represents the unstressed form of *ew-r (for a 
discussion of these issues, see Meillet 1936: 45, 92; Godel 1975: 111-112; Schmitt 
1981: 117-118; Weitenberg 1983a: 118-119; Kortlandt 1983: 11; 1993: 11 — 2003: 
41, 103). See also s.v. hi/ewr ‘guest’. 

Also the -k‘(e)- of in-k‘-n, in-k'e-an ‘self’ has been connected with this etymon 
(deriving it from *sue-, cf. Skt. svá- ‘his, his own’, etc.), although details remain 
unclear; see HAB 2: 245-246 with references and a discussion (Aéaryan himself 
does not accept the etymology); AcarLiak 2, 1954: 118-120; Pokorny 1959: 882; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 28-29 (“wohl *im suem ‘ihn selbst"); Jahukyan 1982: 148; 
1987: 146. 
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lanj-k‘, a-stem ‘breast’ (Bible+), ‘mountain-slope’ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i; dial.). 

GDPI lanj-a-c‘ in Job 39.20 (Cox 2006: 253), referring to the breast of a horse; 
GDPI /anj-a-c ' in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11 (1913=1991: 36""), referring to ‘breast (of 
a man)’; IPI /anj-a-w-k' in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.85 (1913=1991: 230"'%), referring to 
the chest of a horse. GDPI /anj-a-c‘ occurs also in the letter from Bishop Giwt (5" 
cent.) to Vac'e (king of Atuank‘) apud Movsés Kalankatuac'i 1.11, referring to 
‘breast (of a man)’ DN. Arak'elyan 1983: 23'°]. 
eDIAL Present in several dialects, in the meanings ‘bosom, lap’, ‘mountain-slope’, 
‘precipice’, etc. [HAB 2: 265b]. 
eETYM Probably from QIE *h ‚Ing""-ieh >, cf. Gr. Zomme ‘small, short, mean, little’, 
&Aagpoc ‘light (in weight)’, OIc. lunga ‘lung’, etc., see Meillet 1894: 165; HAB 2: 
264-265; AécarLiak 6, 1971: 543; Jahukyan 1987: 135; Olsen 1999: 65-66. 
Alternatively: QIE dual *(h;)Ing""-ih;- (cf. Beekes 2003: 178, 190). For a discussion 
of the anlaut, see 2.1.17.2. 


lar, o-stem: GDSg /ar-o-y (Carentir), ISg /ar-o-v (once in the Bible); i-stem: GDSg 

lar-i (Nerses Lambronac‘i), ISg /ar-i-v (Ephrem, Grigor Narekac‘i), GDPI /ar-i-c' 
(Paterica; Yovhannes Erznkac‘i); a-stem: GDPI /ar-a-c ' (Grigor ArSaruni), IPl lar- 
a-w-k' (T'ovmay Arcruni) ‘rope, rein, cable, cord, string’ (Bible), ‘plumbline of 
stone-masons' (Agat‘angetos+), ‘snare’ (Paterica, Grigor Narekac'i) ‘mile’ 
(Alexander Romance), ‘tendons of the neck’ (Philo), ‘string of a musical instrument’ 
(Nersés Lambronac‘i, Yovhannés Erznkac‘i), etc. [NHB 1: 879-880]. Refers to the 
rope of a bridge in T‘ovmay Arcruni 2.3 (1985: 150""*; transl. Thomson 1985: 161): 
hramayeac' zlar kamurjac‘n ktrel : “he ordered the rope of the bridge to be cut”. See 
also HAB s.v. Jar ‘a snake’. Verbal larem ‘to stretch, extend’ (Bible+). 

For the o-stem, cf. Georgian Jaro ‘cord, rope, snare’ beside lari ‘string, etc.’, both 
borrowed from Armenian (HAB 2: 268a). 
eDIAL The noun Jor is widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 267b]. Verbal larel means 
‘to line, make a row’ in Sué'ava [Acatyan 1953: 267] and ‘to chase away’ in Mus, 
Alaskert, Aparan, Xoy [Amatuni 1912: 241-242]. 
eETYM Compared with Gr. evAnpa, Dor. atAnpa, Hesychian dßAnpa ‘reins’ and Lat. 
lorum, -i, n. ‘thong, rawhide whip, rein’ [Lidén 1906: 100-101; HAB 2: 267b; 
Pokorny 1959: 1143]. The Greek, Latin and Armenian forms are usually derived 
from *uler-, *ulör-, and *ular-, respectively. Now reconstructed as *h ,ul(e/o)h,ro- 
(see Beekes 1988: 71; Schrijver 1991: 74-75, 122-123; Clackson 1994: 39; Olsen 
1999: 30, 769, 847, with *h,-). A QIE *A;ulh;ro- would develop to PArm. *ularo- > 
lar, o-stem. Beside this form, one also may posit a dual *h;ulh;r-i(h;) > lar-k‘, -i-c' 
‘reins, tendons’. See also s.vv. afawri ‘mill; female grinder’, erkan ‘mill’. 

In view of phonological difficulties (see Beekes 1969: 64-65; Clackson 1994: 
20732 with references and a discussion; de Vaan 2008: 349), I posit a Mediterranean 
substratum term (see 3.11). 


*law-/lap‘-, *la/ow-, *lup‘ ‘flat (hand, stone, etc.)’ (dial.), MidArm. laws ‘a thin flat 
bread’ (Geoponica+, see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 315), dial. *Jaw(a)s ‘a thin flat bread’. 
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In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 181%, 252°), Jos glosses hasteay and 
Sot‘, respectively. 
eDIAL The forms for ‘palm, flat of the hand’: MuS */up ‘, Ozim *lap‘, Akn *lov-az, 
etc. [Acarean 1913: 439b]. 

Širak lap ‘uk, Ararat lep (uk) ‘a flat, polished stone for playing’ [Amatuni 1912: 
243a], Kotayk‘/Elkavan lep‘uk < *lap'uk ‘a palm-sized flat stone’ (see V. 
Arak“elyan 1984a: 147), etc. DialAdd apud NHB (2: 1062c) has /ep‘ and lep‘ ‘flat 
roundish stone’ as connected with Lat. /apis ‘stone’. 

Van *law-az, *lawaz-ik ‘very thin’ [Aéarean 1913: 414a], Moks läväzik/k‘ 
*xBOpbrii, ncxy7tarbrit, Tommi’ = ‘ailing, gaunt, barren’ [Orbeli 2002: 237]. 

Both */aws and *lawas ‘a thin flat bread’ are widespread in the dialects (DialAdd 
apud NHB 2: 1062c; HAB 2: 308b). In some of these, */aws also refers to ‘broad 
(ear) (HAB ibid.). 
eETYM Aécatyan (1913: 439-440; see also Saradzeva 1986: 130) connects Sun Jon" 
and */ov-az ‘palm’ with Goth. /ofa ‘flat of the hand’, OHG /appo ‘palm, blade of an 
oar’, Lith. /ópa, Latv. läpa ‘paw’, Russ. Jäng ‘paw’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 14, 
1987: 26-27; SaradZeva 1986: 130), Kurd. lap m. ‘lap’, Zaza lap/b, etc. (see Cabolov 
1, 2001: 577). Jahukyan (1972: 297; 1987: 136, 276) adds */ap -uk ‘flat stone’ here. 
In this connection the following words seem to be relevant: Lat. lapis m. ‘stone, 
milestone’ (see the dialectal section), Gr. Aémrag n. ‘bare rock, mountain’, etc., 
especially Ibero-Romance */appa ‘stone plate’ (formally and semantically identical 
with Arm. */ap ‘- ‘flat stone"). These forms are considered to be of non-IE origin (for 
references see Hamp 1967: 16, without Armenian). 

Also *law-az ‘very thin’ may belong here, though Jahukyan (1987: 135) 
represents it separately. Note the same suffix in */ov-az ‘palm’. 

Various etymologies have been proposed for */aw(a)s ‘a thin flat bread’ (HAB 4: 
639; N. Mkrtéjan 2005: 248-249; A. Petrosyan 2007: 8-10); none of them is entirely 
convincing. Acaryan (HAB 2: 308a) notes that the form */avas is found in Persian, 
Kurdish, Turkish, Georgian, etc. It is unknown, he proceeds, whether Arm. */awas 
or Pers. lavas is the source of all these. According to Cabolov (1, 2001: 595), Kurd. 
los/lawas and Pers. lavas (the Armenian forms are not mentioned) are loans from 
Turk. /avas. 

I tentatively suggest a derivation of */aw-as from *law- ‘flat’ connecting with our 
dialectal words above. Semantically this is conceivable since this bread is 
specifically flat and thin. For the suffix, cf. matt-as from mata? ‘young, fresh’, etc. 
(see HAB 3: 267b). Note that both */aw-as and matt-as are attested since Geoponica 
(13th cent.) and are represented in dialects. 

If this interpretation is correct, the Armenian should be regarded as the source of 
the others. This is probable since, as Acaryan (HAB 2: 308a) informs, */avas is 
considered to be Armenian bread in both Yerevan and Iran (being opposed with 
sangak for Turks and Persians), and in Tehran this bread is called niin-i armani 
‘Armenian bread’. Similar data can be found also for other regions. In Dersim, for 
instance, /avas is seen as characteristic for Armenian hospitality whereas the 
Kurdish entertain with saci hac‘ [Halajyan 1973: 294b]. 

Almost all of the Armenian forms seem to point to PArm. */o/aw-/lap ‘- ‘flat’, and 
Mus has */up‘. European cognates point to PIE */oHp-eh;- or *lehsp-eh;-. One may 
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hypothetically reconstruct a HD h>-stem: nom. */óHp-eh;- or *léhsp-eh;-, gen. *IHp- 
h;-ós. This would yield PArm. nom. *luv-, obl. */ap -. Of these, analogically: *lup‘, 
*law-, etc. This is, of course, highly hypothetical. We may be dealing with a 
substratum word. 

For the phonological treatment of the alternation -w/p -, see Weitenberg 1992. 


learn, GDSg lerin, LocSg i lerin, AllSg i learn, AblSg i lern-e, ISg leram-b, NPI 
lerin-k', API lerin-s, GDPI leran-c‘, AbIPI i leranc‘ (e.g. i leranc' anjuc' : dé 
ópéov zapóáAeov in Song of Songs 4.8), IPI /eram-b-k' (abundant evidence in the 
Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 643-647); API lerun-s (Apocrypha) ‘mountain’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Present in Mus, AlaSkert, and in a number of dialects of NW, W and SW 
peripheries. The other dialects use sar instead [HAB 2: 270b]. Ararat ler refers to 
‘hard stone’ [HAB 2: 270b], /er-k ‘ar ‘hard stone’ [Markosyan 1989: 303a]; cf. also a 
textual illustration for Širak /er-k'ar [Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 180'7]. For the typology of 
this type of compounds, see s.v. pal ‘rock’. 
eETYM The connection with Gr. xAittc, voc f. ‘slope, hill’, Lat. c/ıvus, i m. ‘sloping 
ground, slope’, etc. (Bugge 1889: 7-8; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 127-128; cf. Pisani 
1950: 179-180) is uncertain (see Hübschmann 1897: 451-452). These words belong 
with PIE *Xlei- ‘to lean, incline’ (cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 348b without Armenian), 
and the Armenian word has been derived from *kleitr- with hesitation, cf. Goth. 
*hleibra ‘booth, tent’, OHG (h)leitar ‘ladder’, etc. (Pokorny 1959: 601; Solta 1960: 
39-40; Schmitt 1972-74: 25; Lehmann 1986: 187b; Saradzeva 1986: 20; Jahukyan 
1987: 132, 258). Aéaryan (HAB 2: 270) rejects this and other etymological 
suggestions and leaves the origin of learn open. 

Hamp 1967: 16-17 compares /earn with Olr. lie and Gr. Ačaç m. ‘stone’. For the 
Armenian form he posits */esa-re/en, “which would be a nominalization in -en of 
*lesa-ro- ‘stony’ ". Olsen 1999: 122 accepts the comparison and assumes a hetero- 
clitic *-ser/sen-stem where the -n of the oblique cases (loc. -en) has somehow been 
added to the NAccSg */éh sy. She points out that the exact procedure cannot be 
determined. 

Neither this etymology is convincing. It becomes slightly more probable if we 
consider also Alb. /éré f. ‘Steinhalde, Geróllhalde; Felssturz’, ler m., lére f. ‘id.’ 
(derivative lerané f. ‘Steinhalde, Steinfeld; steiniger Bach’), which has been derived 
from *leh,-ur or *leu-r (see Demiraj 1997: 237-238). We may be dealing with a 
Mediterranean-European substratum word. 


leard, i- or a-stem: GDSg lerd-i in Grigor Narekac‘i and Grigor Magistros, AblSg i 
lerd-é in Bible and Gregory of Nyssa; o-stem: GDSg lerd-o-y twice in Plato, ‘liver’ 
(Bible+); derivatives, e.g. lerd-a-boyt‘ ‘lobe of the liver’ (Bible+); see s.v. boyt‘,. In 
a list of gems by Anania Sirakac‘i (7" eent 1. one finds a compound that is not 
recorded in NHB and HAB, namely /erd-a-goyn ‘having the colour of liver’ (A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 260-?). Here, the gem called efungn (cf. Gr. dvvé, see s.v. 
elungn ‘nail’) is described as spitak (light, white’) lerdagoyn. Compare the dialectal 
meaning ‘light, bright red’ of leard. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meanings ‘liver’ (Mus, Alaskert, T‘iflis), 
‘light, bright red’ (Van, Xarberd; cf. lerd-a-goyn above), and, especially, ‘clot of 
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blood’ [HAB 2: 271a]. For the semantics, cf. Russ. pécen' ‘liver’ : dial. ‘clot of 
blood’, pl. ‘internal organs of the body (heart, lungs, liver)’; see SIRusNarGov 26, 
1991: 348-349. 

In Karin, lert‘ refers to clotted blood [HAB, ibid.; H Mkrté‘yan 1952: 146a]. 
According to HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 222a (with two textual illustrations), in this 
dialect it is also a body-part term meaning ‘back’. Another textual illustration can be 
found in a folk prayer from Javaxk‘ [Lalayeanc‘ 1892: 7 = 1, 1983: 336], where 
Mary is described as having Xac‘m srtin, xac'm lerdin : “a cross on her breast, a 
cross on her back". 

For the semantic shift from an internal body-part to an external one, cf. sirt 
‘breast’ < ‘heart’ in the passage just mentioned. 
eETYM Since Petermann, de Lagarde, Dervischjan et al. (see HAB), connected with 
Skt. yákr-/yakn- n. (RV+), NAccSg yakrt (AV) ‘liver’, YAv. yakara n. ‘liver’ (on 
the vocalism, see de Vaan 2003: 68-69), NPers. jigar ‘id.’, Gr. gogo, -atog n. ‘liver’, 
OCS ikra ‘roe’, Russ. ikra ‘roe, spawn, caviar; calf of leg’, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 
452; HAB 2: 270-271]. For the semantic relationship ‘roe, spawn’ : ‘calf of leg’, see 
3.7.3. The PIE word is heteroclitic: *Hiek"r(-t), gen. *Hiek"n-ós. 

On the final Sr see Clackson 1994: 55-56. On the loss of the intervocalic *&", 
see Kortlandt 1980: 102 — 2003: 30. 

The initial /- is troublesome. It is reminiscent of the problem of /uc ‘yoke’. The 
phonetic solution (see 2.1.7) is not convincing. It has been suggested that leard is 
connected or has been contaminated with Gr. Aimapdg ‘oily, shiny with oil, anointed; 
fatty, greasy’, Axopía f. ‘fatness’, OIc. lifr ‘liver’, etc., and luc ‘yoke’ has been 
influenced by /ucanem ‘to loosen’ (see Hübschmann 1893: 32"; HAB 2: 271a; 
Jahukyan 1982: 40; Clackson 1994: 21097; Kortlandt 1998: 15-16 = 2003: 122; 
Beekes 2003: 162]. Arm. leard is also compared with Hitt. lišši n. ‘liver’ [Schindler 
1966; Olsen 1999: 191-192]. 

Alternatively, one may explain the initial /- of leard by influence of leti ‘gall, 
bile’, although the origin of this word is obscure, and/or /anj ‘breast’, etymologically 
‘lung’. 


lezu, a-stem: GDSg lezu-i, AblSg i lezu-e, ISg lezu-a-w, GDPI lezu-a-c ‘, IPl lezu-a-w- 
k‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 647-648); o-stem: GDSg 
lezu-o-y and ISg lezu-o-v (Judges 7.5/6, Ephrem, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.) ‘tongue; 
speech, language’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Some of them represent *lizu instead of lezu [HAB 
2: 272b]. 
eETYM The word is a blend of PIE *dng"u(e)h>- ‘tongue’ (Olr. tengae, Goth. tuggo, 
OHG zunga, Skt. jihva-, juhü- f., Av. hizuuä-, hizü- m., etc.) and PIE *Jeig"- > Arm. 
lizem ‘to lick’ (q.v.); cf. especially Lat. lingua vs. OLat. dingua and Lith. liezuvis 
*tongue'. See Hübschmann 1877: 25; 1897: 452; Pedersen 1906: 419 = 1982: 197; 
Meillet 1910-11a: 240; HAB 2: 272 with more references; Pokorny 1959: 223; 
Hilmarsson 1982: 356, 358; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 591-593; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 594; Olsen 1999: 67-68. 

For a discussion of the vocalism of dial. */izu vs. ClArm. /ezu, see Meillet 1894: 

164; 1896b: 53; 1936: 11, 55; Pedersen 1906: 419 = 1982: 197; HAB 2: 272b; 
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Kortlandt 1987: 62 = 2003: 76; Olsen 1999: 67. For a critical discussion of the 
problems of the initial /-, the medial -z- and the vocalism, see Winter 1982: 171-173. 

The QIE reconstruction of the Armenian words may be *l(e)ng"u-eh>- > PArm. 
*/(e)nju-a- ‘tongue’ and *leig"- > *leiz- ‘to lick’. 


lerk (i-stem in Gram.) ‘hairless’, dial. ‘smooth’ (Bible+). In *Adamgirk^" (Arak'el 
Siwnec‘i, 15" cent.): lek (with loss of -r-; cf. dial.). 
eDIAL Alaskert lerk **smooth (leather or mountain)’; AlaSkert, Xotorjur, Xoy, Van 
lek *thin, smooth skin of sheep, leather'. For the semantic development cf. Alban. 
l'akur ‘naked’ : !’kur ‘leather’ [HAB 2: 277b]. 
eETYM Together with ofork (i-stem in Philo) ‘smooth, polished’ (Bible+), derived 
from PIE */e/org"-, cf. MIr. lerg f. ‘sloping expanse, hill-side, bank, plain, surface’ 
< *Jerga, less-lergg ‘pasture’, NIr. learg ‘a plain; field’, MWelsh //wrw ‘track, trail, 
path’, etc.; the initial o- in ofork is traced to *po- [Lidén 1906: 60-64; HAB 2: 277; 
3: 556; Pokorny 1959: 679; Jahukyan 1987: 136]. Makaev (1974: 59-60) considers 
the correspondence “more than doubtful” and proposes a derivation from 
*(s)leg"-ro- < PIE *sleig- ‘slimy; to glide’ (on which see Pokorny 1959: 663-664). 

The fact that the word occurs only in Armenian and Celtic casts doubt on the 
etymology. Admittedly, one needs a third cognate to consider the connection as 
certain (cf. Olsen 1999: 965). However, I see no other significant reasons to abandon 
the etymology. The semantic relationship ‘smooth, polished’ : ‘flat surface, plain, 
pastureland, field’ is unobjectionable, cf., e.g. tap ‘(-) ‘flat, plain, smooth’ : ‘field, 
plain’, ‘pastureland’ (cf. tuarac-a-tap‘, dial. naxr-a-tap‘, etc.; see s.v. place-name 
Tuaracatap‘). Note that one of the semantic nuances of the MIr. word is ‘sloping 
expances, hill-side’, which ia practically identical with ‘pastureland’ (at least for 
Armenia, where pasturelands are always on sloping fields, hill-sides). MIr. /erg may 
be separated from the Celtic word for ‘track’, as suggested by Schrijver (1995: 62), 
but the correspondence between Arm. lerk /otork ‘smooth’ and MIr. lerg f. ‘sloping 
expanse, plain, pastureland, surface’ deserves consideration. 

The only formal problem with ofork is the initial o-. Lidén’s explanation is 
uncertain (Makaev, Schrijver). The fact that o- only occurs in the form with o-ablaut 
is suggestive of the following idea. If Arm. /anj-k‘ ‘breasts’ is connected with Gr. 
&Aayüc and éAagpóc, one can assume that in the PIE initial cluster *h,/-, the initial 
*h;- drops in Armenian when followed by a non-labial vowel, and yields o- (through 
assimilation) when followed by a labial vowel (in this case the */ is realized as a 
dark lateral 7); see 2.1.17.2. The reconstructed form would be, then, *hjlerg”-. This 
is, of course, hypothetical. 

See also s.v. merk ‘naked’. 


*16z- ‘to lick’: liz(an)em, lizum ‘to lick’ (Bible+); *lez- in lezum ‘id.’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 278]. 
eETYM From PIE *Jeig"- ‘to lick’: Skt. reh-/leh-, YAv. riz-, Gr. Aeixw, Lith. liezti, 
OCH lizati, lizo, Lat. lingo, etc., see NHB 1: 886b; Hübschmann 1877: 25; 1897: 
452; Meillet 1910-11a: 239-242; HAB 2: 278a with more references; Pokorny 1959: 
668; Saradzeva 1986: 140; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 463; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
351-352; Beekes 2003: 157; Cheung 2007: 310-311. 
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The verbal variant /ezum is due to influence of /ezu ‘tongue’ (Hübschmann 1897: 
452). Further see s.v. /ezu ‘tongue, language’. 


li (o-stem, NHB 1: 884c) ‘full, abundant; perfect, whole’, adv. ‘fully, completely, 
firmly’ (Bible+); lir, i-stem: ISg /r-i-w ‘plenitude’ (Bible); Inum or Inanim 1sg.aor. 
le -i, 3sg.aor. e-lic‘, med. Ic -a-, imper. lic‘, partic. Ic -eal ‘to fill; to fill oneself, be 
filled’ (Bible); li-anam ‘to be filled to repletion, be overfilled, be satiate, luxuriate’ 
(Yovhannés Ojnec'i /8" cent./, Grigor Narekac‘i, Nersös Lambronac‘i); MidArm. 
Iman, i Iman ‘entire; entirely, fully’, various verbal forms in Imn- ‘to fill, fulfil, etc.’ 
(MijHayBar 1, 1987: 279, 308-309; marked as “mostly dialectal” in NHB 1: 891a). 
eDIAL The forms "/i-k' and *lin-k‘ ‘full’ and the verbal */c‘(-n)- ‘to fill’ are 
widespread in the dialects. Remarkable are Van ilin [Acatyan 1952: 263], Satax h in 
IM. Muradyan 1962: 197a] (note also Alin in a riddle, S. Harut'yunyan 1965: 
9p"'?7^^). Polis, Nor Naxijewan ilink‘, Zeyt‘un illenk‘a, etc. ‘full’, which point to a 
prepositional *i lin(-k‘). The preposition i is also seen in Sebastia illenal = i + the 
verb /ianal (cf. Polis /enal from lianal), MuS, etc. h’alnal, Sivri-Hisar allul, Nor 
Naxijewan ilink 'c nel, etc. Further note Polis, Rodost‘o Iman ‘entire’, etc. [HAB 2: 
279-280]. 
eETYM Since NHB 1: 884c, etc. (see HAB 2: 279), compared with Gr. ziurinuı, - 
ouor ‘to fill, make full’, intr. ‘to fill oneself, be/become full’, aAnpns ‘full’, zAécc, 
Ion. z4£oc ‘full’, Lat. plere ‘to fill’, plerus(que) ‘most of, majority, composing the 
greater part’, Skt. par’ ‘to fill’, pres. piparti, *piprati (cf. 3sg.impf.med. dpiprata 
‘hat gefüllt’), participle pratá- ‘filled’, MPers. hambaridan ‘to fill’, etc. The verbal 
stem is reconstructed as PIE *pelh,- : *pleh;- (see Schrijver 1991: 139-140; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 89-90; Mallory/Adams 1997: 201b; Rix 2003: 373; 
Cheung 2007: 295-297). 

Arm. li, o-stem, and /i-r derive from *pleh;-(i)o- or *pleh;-to- (cf. Gr. nA&og 
‘full’, Skt. pratá- ‘filled’), and *pleh,-r- (cf. Gr. nAnpns ‘full’, Lat. plerus), 
respectively. For li-r vs. verbal *li-n- cf. di-r vs. d(i)-n-em ‘to put’. See Hübschmann 
1897: 452; HAB 2: 279; Pokorny 1959: 799; Atabekyan 1979: 87; Jahukyan 1982: 
126; 1987: 143, 185; Olsen 1999: 39. For /num with *-nu- see, apart from the 
references already mentioned, see Godel 1965: 26; 1975: 52, 69, 125; Jahukyan 
1982: 184, 195; Klingenschmitt 1982: 253-255; Olsen 1999: 801, 805. Compare 
helum ‘to pour’ < *pel(H)-nu- (q.v.), probably belonging to the same verbal root. 
See further s.vv. arnum ‘to take’, zgenum ‘to clothe’, ankenum ‘to cause to fall, 
throw down’. For the aorist e-/ic' < *e-ple-ske (with *-ske/o- added to the old root 
aorist *ple-(s)-, cf. Ved. apras, Gr. énAnoe, etc.), see Godel 1965: 37; 1975: 127. 

The dialectal construction *i-lin / y-lin is etymologically identical with y-łi 
‘pregnant’, q.v. (for a discussion, see Weitenberg 1986: 96, 9615, 9718). Both contain 
reflexes of PIE *h,en- ‘in’. The derivatives are thus comparable with Lat. im-pleo 
‘to fill, fulfil; to make pregnant’, etc. (see also s.vv. yelc‘ ‘full’, yép‘anam ‘to be 
filled to repletion, be overfilled’, yolov ‘much, plenty’, all probably from the same 
etymon). 

As to the form */in, it is tempting to link it with Lat. plenus ‘full’. The latter form 
derives from *pleh,-no-, which reflects the PIE *p/h;-no- (cf. Skt. pürna-, Lith. 
pilnas, etc.) analogically reshaped after the full-grade *pleh,- > plere (Schrijver 
1991: 184, 341, cf. 182). A similar process may be responsible for Arm. */in. 
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MidA rm. and dial. /man ‘entire; entirely, fully’ is reminiscent of Skt. parıman- 
‘completely, wholly’. 


*lik*- : Ik‘anem, 1sg.aor. /k'-i, 3plaor. I!k‘-in (Bible+), 3sg.aor. lik‘ in Nerses 
Lambronac‘i (no evidence for e-/ik' in NHB 2: 908c), imper. lik‘ (Ephrem) ‘to leave, 
let go, release, abandon’ (Bible+); lk ‘anim, 1sg.aor. Ik -a-y, 3sg.aor. Ik -a-w, 3pl Ik“ 
a-n (Bible+) ‘to be left, become weak or depressed, be dissolved, be desperate, 
desert’ (Bible+), cf. also lik‘ linel (Ephrem); Ik‘anam ‘to become weak or depressed’ 
(Zgon-Afrahat); das-a-lik‘, i-stem: ISg dasalk-i-w (Ganjk‘), dasalk‘-i-c‘ (Philo) 
‘deserter’ (Book of Chries, John Chrysostom, Philo, etc.). 
eDIAL The form /k'anam has been preserved in Lazax /k ‘anal ‘to become weak, be 
depressed with pain" [HAB 2: 288a]. Acaryan HAB ibid. hesitantly adduces also 
Ararat, Lazax, Sulaver /k -Ik'al ‘to become frightened, start trembling’, /k -/k -oc‘ 
‘tremble, fear’. 
eETYM From PIE */(e)ik"- ‘to leave’: Skt. rec-, pres. rinakti ‘to leave, let, release’, 
Iran. *raic ‘to leave, let, abandon’, Gr. Aeinw, Aıunavo ‘to let, leave’, Lat. Jinquo, 
liqui ‘to leave, quit, forsake; to abandon’,° Olr. /éicid ‘leaves’ (see McCone 1998), 
etc. See Hübschmann 1883: 34; 1897: 455; HAB 2: 287-288; Pokorny 1959: 669; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 457-458; Mallory/Adams 1997: 348-349; Cheung 2007: 
307-308. 

PIE nasal-infixed present *li-n-k"- was remodeled to *lik"-n- > Arm. pres. 
lk ‘anem. 3sg.aor. (e-)lik‘ is derived from thematic aorist *e-lik"-e-t, cf. Gr. čne, and 
the imperative lik‘ reflects IE *lik”e, cf. Gr. Aíne. For a discussion on these and 
related issues, see Hübschmann ibid.; HAB ibid.; Meller 1936 104, etc. passim (see 
the index in 174-175); Kuiper 1937: 113, 117; Vaillant 1938: 26-27; Godel 1975: 
117; Hamp 1975: 104, 106; Jasanoff 1979: 133; Kortlandt 1980: 102; 1996: 41 — 
2003: 30, 115; K. Schmidt 1980: 42; 1980a: 2-3; 1985: 86; Schmitt 1981: 135, 145, 
152; Jahukyan 1982: 178-179; Rix 1992: 216; Clackson 1994: 84-85; McCone 
1998; Olsen 1999: 782; Viredaz 2001-02: 32-33; Beekes 2003: 177. 


loganam ‘to bathe, wash (the body)’ (Philo, Alexander Romance, etc.), caus. logac‘- 
uc‘-anem, 3sg.aor. logac ‘oyc‘ (P‘awstos Buzand 5.7, 1883-1984: 174-9; logan- 
k‘, a-stem: logan-a-c' (Alexander Romance), IPl /ogan-a-w-k' (Philo) *bath, 
washing? 
eDIAL The verb /oganam is present in a few W and SW dialects [HAB 2: 291a]. In 
Mus and Van groups we find a blend with jot. ‘to swim’: Mus, Alaskert lofganal, 
Moks lötkanal vs. lökänal ‘to bathe’, etc. [HAB 2: 291a; Orbeli 2002: 239]; Moks - 
kä- is from -ga- through Aéaryan’s Law. 
eETYM Related with Gr. ova, Ao(F)é-oo1 ‘to bathe, wash (the body)’, Lat. /avo, 
lavere ‘to wash; to bathe, soak’, lavare ‘to bathe’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 452; 
HAB 2: 291; Pokorny 1959: 692; Mallory/Adams 1997: 108b. 

For a phonological and morphological discussion, see Winter 1965: 108; Beekes 
1969: 22, 232; Kortlandt 1976: 93; 1983: 10 = 2003: 3, 40; Eichner 1978: 15037, 
151; Klingenschmitt 1982: 115-118; Jahukyan 1982: 184; Beekes 2003: 157. The 
PIE proto-form is usually reconstructed as *louhz;- (or *louh,-, see Schrijver 1991: 


67 The comparison with Lat. /inquó has first been suggested in NHB 1: 908c. 
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396-398, 444-446 with an extensive discussion). Further see s.v. /uanam *to wash, 
bathe'. 


*loyc (seen in imperative and 3sg.aor. e-/oyc, as well as in a number of compounds) : 
luc-anem ‘to unbind, loosen; to dissolve, liquidate; to absolve’ (Bible+); loyc 
‘liquid, soft, dissolute’ (Gank Kolbac'i, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Hexaemeron, etc.). 

Illustration: In Lazar P‘arpec‘i 1.16 (1904=1985: 27""°', transl. Thomson 1991: 
63): i loyc arajnordac‘ “through dissolute leaders” (see the passage s.v. melt ‘soft, 
weak, slack’). 
eDIAL Jula lucel, Axalc‘xa, Ararat lucel (verb; said of the stomach); in 
Turkish-speaking Adana: ‘to melt in water’ [HAB 2: 294b]. 
eETYM Since NHB 1: 894c, compared with Gr. Aóc ‘to unbind, unfasten; to unyoke, 
unharness; to release; to resolve’, Ado(ı)-, etc., Lat. /uö, perf. lui ‘to pay, acquit 
oneself’, so-lud ‘to loosen, unbind; to dissolve; to melt; to release’, etc. The 
determanative *-g- is considered to be found only in Armenian [HAB 2: 293-294]. 
The cognates point to a root with a laryngeal [Schrijver 1991: 246, 517-518, 
523-524]. Klingenschmitt (1982: 184) accepts the connection and posits a nasal 
present */u-n-g- seen in Celt. */ung- “loslassen freilassen’ (cf. the structure of Skt. 
yunáj- : yuj- ‘to yoke, harness, join’; see also s.v. luc ‘yoke’). 

On the other hand, Arm. */oyc has been derived from PIE */eug-: Skt. rujati : roj- 
‘to break (open) Iran. rauj- ‘to break, burst’, Lith. /áuzti ‘to break’, etc. (see 
Pokorny 1959: 686; Jahukyan 1987: 136, 178; Cheung 2007: 318; cf. Pedersen 
1906: 359 = 1982: 137). Jahukyan (1987: 178) points out that a contamination is 
possible. 


loys, o-stem ‘light’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 2: 296a]. 
eETYM Since Awetik'ean (1815, apud HAB 2: 296), connected with Lat. lix, lücis, 
f. ‘light’, Gr. Aeuxóg ‘clear, white’, Skt. róka- m. ‘light’, OPers. raucah- n. ‘day’, 
etc. (see Hübschmann 1897: 453; HAB 2: 296; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 463- 
464). See also s.vv. Jusn ‘white spot’, lusin ‘moon’. 


*loyc'-: pres. /uc'anem, 1sg.aor. *luc‘-i, 3sg.aor. e-loyc', 3pl.aor. luc'-in (Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 657) ‘to light, kindle, ignite, set on fire’ (Bible+); Iuc‘ki, ea- 
stem: GDPI luc 'ke-a-c ' (Yovhanés Drasxanakertc‘i, 9-10" cent.) ‘burning material, 
fuel, warming material, poultice’ (Eli8é, Afrahat/Zgön, Nersés Snorhali, etc.); Juc‘- 
umn (Barse Con), GDSg /uc -man (Nersés Lambronac‘i, Yovhannés Erznkac'i), 
ISg luc ‘-mam-b and NPI luc -mun-k* (Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘lighting, kindling, ardour’; 
-loyc* in compounds (Zgön-Afrahat, Movsés Katankatuac ‘1, etc.). 
eDIAL Preserved in peripheral NW dialects: HamSen /uc‘-us ‘to burn, kindle’, 
Isg.aor.act. /uc-uc-i, imper  /luc-ir, participle /uc'-aj ‘burnt, kindled’, 
mediopassive /us-n-us < *luc‘-(a)n- ‘to be burnt, kindled’, 1sg.aor.med. luc -a 
[HAB 2: 297a; Acarean 1947: 68, 130, 232]; Xotorjur /uc'unul, imper. luc -ur; 
luc 'nil, 3sg.aor.med. luc -a-w [YusamXotorj 1964: 459]. 
eETYM Together with Joys, o-stem ‘light’ (q.v.), connected with Skt. rócate, aor. 
aroci, rucänd-, arocista ‘to shine, be bright, be radiant’, róka- m. ‘light’ (see 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 463-464), Gr. Aevkog ‘clear, white, bright’, Hitt. lukk- ‘to 
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light; to set fire’, etc. (see HAB 2: 296-297 with lit; Saradzeva 1986: 45; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 505a). 

Hübschmann 1897: 455 posits */ouk-s- or inchoative */(o)uk-sk- and compares 
with harc ‘anem ‘to ask, question’ (q.v.). The former solution is accepted in HAB 2: 
296-297. Others prefer the *-sk- inchoative or present (Meillet 1936: 107; Pokorny 
1959: 687; Jahukyan 1982: 74, 179, 22945; 1987: 136, 178). In the case of 
harc ‘anem, the *-sk- is assured by cognate forms: Ved. prcchámi, Lat. posco, etc. 
(see s.v.), whereas for luc'anem no such corroborative evidence is found. I am 
therefore inclined to the sigmatic aorist *leuk-s- (see Pedersen 1906: 425 = 1982: 
203; Kortlandt 1987a: 51; 1994: 29; 1996: 42; 1999: 47 — 2003: 80-81, 105, 115- 
116, 129). 

The derivation from *louk-ie- (Godel 1975: 82; Klingenschmitt 1982: 83; Olsen 
1999: 51105, 197-198, 23647, 534, 811, 81362) is untenable. 


losdi ‘salmon’, unattested. According to Norayr, a MidArm. word (see HAB 2: 297a, 
without any further data or comment). AliSan (1920: 53) mentions /osdi ‘saumon’ as 
a man-sized fish which enters up the rivers Kur and Erasx/Arak's from the Caspian 
Sea. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is recorded in HAB 2: 297a. 

According to Mann (1963: 3), derives from the PIE word for the salmon(-trout): 
Olc. lax, Lith. lasis, etc.; cf. also Toch. B laks ‘fish’. For Oss. leseg (D.), see 
Cheung 2002: 200-201. The Armenian word is included into Mallory/Adams 1997: 
497a (cf. also Lane 1970: 86). Absent in Jahukyan 1987. The PIE form is 
reconstructed with either *-a- (see Pokorny 1959: 653; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
536) or *-o- (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 497; Adams 1999: 544). 

PIE *loks- would yield Arm. */oc -, and before a dental stop, */os- or, perhaps 
better, */os-, as in vestasan ‘sixteen’. The element -di is identified by Mann with 
Arm. di ‘body’. However, I do not see the motivation of such a compound. Besides, 
Arm. di rather means ‘corpse’. It is likewise uncertain whether the component -di 
has any relation with that of aw-di ‘sheep’. I conclude, that the IE origin of Arm. 
losdi, which is, moreover, unattested, is questionable. 


lor, i-stem according to NHB 1: 892c (but without ref.) ‘quail’ (Hexaemeron, 
Aristakes Lastivertc'i, etc.); lor-a-marg, i-stem (ISg loramarg-i-w (Zak'aria 
Kat‘olikos, 9" cent.); o-stem: GDSg loramarg-o-y (Philo), lor-a-marg-i ‘a quail-like 
bird’ (both Bible+). 

In Hexaemeron (NPI /or-k^, rendering Gr. óprvc m. (f.), -Öyog ‘quail, Coturnix 
vulgaris’ (see K. Muradyan 1984: 1375, index 374a). The compound lor-a- 
marg(-i) renders Gr. öproyo-untpa f. "a bird which migrates with quails, perhaps 
corncrake, landrail, Rallus crex’ in the Bible. For attestations and a philological 
discussion, see Greppin 1978: 79-82. 

It has been assumed that /oramarg(i) refers to ‘quail’ and is thus synonymous to 
lor [HAB 2: 297b; Greppin 1978: 79-80]. The compound /oramarg(i) has been 
interpreted as *meadow-quail', containing, thus, marg *meadow' [NHB 1: 892c; 
Greppin 1978: 79]. One expects *marg-a-lor, however. More probably, as has been 
shown by Aéaryan (HAB 3: 276a; see also Olsen 1999: 689), the second component 
is *marg ‘bird’ (Iranian loan, cf. YAv. maraya-, Oss. marg, etc. ‘bird’, see Cheung 
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2002: 202-203), also found in siramarg ‘peacock’. The actual meaning of the 
compound is then ‘a quail-like bird’ or ‘a bird that is associated with the quail’. 
Typologically compare Pers. usturmury, šuturmury ‘ostrich’ < ‘camel-bird’, cf. 
Arm. ištrmuł ‘id.’ (13™ cent.+) [HAB 2: 247-248], Khwar. ’šmy [*ušmuy], etc. 
[Teubner 1974: 301-302]. 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 298a]. 

In a number of the Eastern dialects, with “prothetic” (h)ü- or (h)a-: Are’ hülör 
[Lusenc‘ 1982: 210b]; Samaxi holör, (Meysari) hülör [Batramyan 1964: 201]; Goris 
lör, alör, ülór [Margaryan 1975: 330a]. 

On orlor, see V. Arak'elyan 1984a: 145-146. 
eETYM Related with Gr. Aápoc m. ‘a ravenous sea-bird, perhaps sea-mew, gull’, 
Aapíg, -Iöog f. ‘id.’, cf. also oroilapog' mépdié. Ilepyoio: (Hesychius) ‘partridge’; 
considered to be of IE, onomatopoeic origin, related with Arm. lam ‘to weep, cry’; 
see Lidén 1906: 49-50; HAB 2: 297-298 (lam — separately); Pokorny 1959: 650 (the 
Armenian: “unklar”); Jahukyan 1987: 134, 260 (with a question mark); Greppin 
apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 249b. Clackson (1994: 182) considers the etymology 
doubtful. 

The IE origin of Arm. Jor and Gr. Aápoc, Aapig is indeed improbable. Most 
probably we are dealing with a Mediterranean word (see Greppin 1978: 82, with 
ref.). For the vocalic fluctuation a : o compare another Mediterranean animal-name, 
namely Arm. karic ‘scorpion’, dial. also ‘crayfish’ ` Gr. xa@pic ‘Crustacea’ vs. Arm. 
kor ‘scorpion’ : Gr. xoopíc, xcopíc ‘Crustacea’ (see s.vv.). 

The meaning of Hitt. /ari(ia)- c. is unknown (ChicHittDict [l-n] 1989: 46b); it has 
been conjectured that the word refers to a sea-bird and is related with Gr. Aápoc 
(see Tischler HethEtymGlos 2.5-6, 1990: 44 with lit.; Watkins 1995: 141,6). If this is 
accepted (which is far from certain), one is tempted to posit an i-stem 
Mediterranian-Anatolian bird-name probably of substratum origin, *lo/ar-i-: Arm. 
lor, i-stem, Gr. Aapic, Hitt. lari-. 

EArm. *(h)ülor, *(h)alor : Lusenc‘ (1982: 159) mentions the Ares form in the list 
of very archaic words deriving it from *olor, but he does not offer any motivation. 
Balramyan (1964: 65) lists the Samaxi form amongst cases showing additional h- 
before an initial vowel. However, there is no vocalic anlaut in /or. Margaryan (1975: 
106) assumes that the addition of the initial »/ü- of the Goris form is due to the 
“much softening" of the /-. Neither is this convincing, since it is not clear why this 
did not happen in other similar cases. 

The problem may be solved, I think, by contamination with oror ‘gull’, urur 
‘kite’, cf. especially Malat‘ia ulurik, with dissimilation r...r > l...l. See also s.v. orlor 
‘a kind of bird’. [Is the vocalism of Jor also due to contamination with oror?]. In 
view of the Greek word, the etymological meaning of Arm. Jor may be ‘sea-gull’, 
thus the contamination may have taken place at a relatively old stage when Jor 
denoted ‘sea-gull’. Since we are dealing with a Mediterranean word, it is attractive 
to assume that Armeno-Greek *lor/lar- referred to ‘sea-gull’, and Armenian has 
shifted the meaning to a non-aquatic bird in relation. with the migration of 
Proto-Armenians to their historical homeland with no sea-borders. 


Isem, aor. /u-a-, imper. /u-r (very rich evidence in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 
667), new aor. /seac' > Isec‘ Grigor Narekac‘i (10* cent.), etc. ‘to hear, listen; to 
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obey’ (Bible+), /s-u ‘obedient’ in Timot‘&os Kuz = Timothy Aelurus, 5" or 6" cent. 
(Aéarean 1908-09a, 1: 371a^?^, Grigor Narekac‘i; lu afnem ‘to make hear, 
proclaim’, lu linim ‘to be heared, proclaimed’ (both Bible); lu i lu ‘in hearing, to 
one's hearing, hearable’ (Bible+), e.g. Job 13.17 (Cox 2006: 115): zi patmec 'ic ' jez 
lu i lu “for I will declare in your hearing" ` dvayyeh@ yap óuOv åkovóvræv); h-lu 
‘obedient, compliant’ (Bible), an-Iu ‘disobedient’ (Cyril of Jerusalem, Dionysius 
the Areopagite); lu-r ‘hearing, fame, report, preaching, obedience’ (q.v.); /u-r, a- 
stem: GDPI /r-a-c' (Book of Chries) ‘silent’, /fem ‘to be silent’, Jur-lur ‘silent, 
silently’ (all Bible), /uf-mur ‘silent, silently’ (John Chrysostom). 

For the paradigm pres. /sem vs. aor. lu-a-, see Meillet 1913: 105; Laragyulyan 
1961: 157-158; E. Tumanjan 1971: 385-388; Godel 1975: 53; Schmitt 1981: 154- 
155; Jahukyan 1982: 188-189, 198; Kortlandt 1996: 36 = 2003: 111. 
eDIAL The verb /sem with a generalized paradigm is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 
2: 307b]. The root Sin has been preserved in Larabat lü ‘listen, wait!’, e.g. lú kac ` lú 
asem ‘listen, wait, let me say’ (HAB 2: 307b); according to Davt‘yan 1966: 368: lu 
kenal, imper. lú kac“. 

See also s.v. lur ‘silent’. ` 
eETYM Since long (see HAB 2: 307 for references), derived from PIE *kleu- ‘to 
hear’: Skt. srav-, aor. d-sravam, á-srot ‘to hear’, sru-td- ‘heard, famous’, Gr. xAóo 
‘to hear, obey’, xAvtdc ‘famous’, Lat. clued ‘to be called, be named, be reputed’, 
OCS sluti ‘be called’, etc., Hiibschmann 1883: 33; 1897: 453-454; Meillet 1908-09c; 
Pokorny 1959: 605; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 666-667; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
262b. 

The present form */u-s- is considered to represent PIE *klu-s- > *klu-k- through 
assimilation like in skesur ‘husband’s mother’, cf. /u which requires *klu-s-r- vs. 
lu-r- from *klu-ro- (Meillet 1908-09c: 338; HAB 2: 307a; Pokorny 1959: 605). The 
derivation from *klu-sk- (Hübschmann 1897: 453-454 with hesitation) is untenable; 
one expects */uc‘- from it. Others explain */us- from a present form *klu-k- with the 
regular develupment *-uk- > PArm. *-uk-, and the aorist /u-a- is treated as inherited 
root or sigmatic (with loss of intervocalic *-s-) aorist (see Meillet 1936: 133; Godel 
1975: 78, 114, 122; Schmitt 1981: 154; Klingenschmitt 1982: 157-159; Jahukyan 
1982: 73, 171; Kortlandt 1995: 15 = 2003: 108); for a discussion and further 
references, see Clackson 1994: 86, 217120, 217121; on the *-A-present, see also 
Weitenberg 1980: 209, 211-212; Beekes 1995: 231. 

According to an ingenious explanation of Kortlandt (1987a: 50; 1996: 40-41; 
1999: 48 = 2003: 80, 114, 130), /sem represents a sigmatic aorist stem with a secon- 
dary nasal infix *klu-n-s-, just as ampem ‘to drink’ (q.v.). We can also start with an 
old present *kl(e)u-s- (see Beekes 1995: 231) with addition of another present 
marker, infix *-n-, at a relatively younger stage, when the function of the present 
*_s- had become opaque. Typologically compare reduplicated present *pi-ph3-e-ti > 
*(h)ipem > new present *(h)ip-ne-mi > ampem ‘to drink’; *sk-present *$nH-sk- + 
present *-ie- > Canac ‘em vs. aor. can-i ‘to know, be acquainted’ (see s.vv.). 

Arm. bro ok ‘fame’ has no satisfactory etymology (cf. HAB 3: 128b; Alayan 
1974: 41). Olsen (1999: 251, 960) takes it as a word of unknown origin with “a 
suggestively Iranian appearance”. I tentatively suggest a derivation from an 
unattested Iranian *hu-srutya- ‘of good repute, famous’, cf. Av. hu-srauuah-, MPers. 
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hu-sraw ‘of good repute, famous’, Skt. su-sravas- ‘id.’, srutya- ‘to be heard, famous, 
glorious’, su-srótu- ‘gern erhörend’, su-sruna- “gute Erhórung findend’, Gr. ekes 
‘of good repute, famous’, etc. (for the forms, see Schmitt 1967: 81-93; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 666-667). In view of the sound development *-sr- > Arm. -7-, which 
is characteristic of native Armenian words but not for Iranian loanwords, as well as 
*-tyV- > -c'-, one may assume a very old Iranian borrowing, compare the well- 
known problems of arcat‘ ‘silver’ (q.v.), partez ‘garden’, etc. Thus: *hu-srutya-ka- 
‘good repute, fame’ > Arm. *huruc 'áka- > hrc'ak ‘fame’. Structurally compare also 
h-lu ‘obedient’ (q.v.) composed of *hu- < *su- ‘good’ and */u- ‘hearing, heard’ from 
*Klu-tV-, although the semantic correspondence is not straightforward. 
Further, see s.vv. */u ‘hearing’, /ur ‘silent’, /ur ‘hearing, fame, obedience’. 


lu, o-stem: GDSg /u-o-y (1 Kings 24.15, Grigor Narekac‘i), AblSg i /u-e (Fables by 
Vardan Aygekc‘i), [Sg /u-o-v var. /w-o-v in Eznik Kotbac‘i (A. A. Abrahamyan 1994: 
118-2); NPI Iu-an-k‘ (Atak‘el Siwnec‘i, 14-15" cent.) ‘flea’ (Bible+). 

Renders Gr. vp//oc ‘flea’ in the only Biblical attestation, viz. 1 Kings 24.15. 
MidArm. lv-ič ‘a kind of parasitic insect’ in Geoponica (MijHayBar 1, 1987: 314a). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Xarberd has /u-n, gen. Iv-an, pl. lu-n-er, cf. also 
Nor Naxijewan lu, pl. /u-n-er [HAB 2: 299b]. T‘iflis /vanir (HAB ibid.) probably 

reflects pl. */u-an (cf. MidArm. /u-an-k‘ above) + the usual pl. marker -(n)er. 

eETYM Since Hübschmann (1883: 33; 1897: 453), derived from the PIE word for 
‘flea’: Skt. plusi- m. ‘flea’, Gr. vó44a f. < *psul-ia, Lat. pilex f. (*pusl-), OHG floh 
m., Lith. blusa, Russ. bloxa ‘flea’, etc. (Pokorny 1959: 102; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 197-198; Mallory/Adams 1997: 206a). 

As far as the anlaut is concerned, Skt. plusi- is the closest to the Armenian form 
(Bugge 1889: 11); cf. also yoda f. < *psul-ia which seems to reflect *plusia. Since 
*b'Ius- or *blus- would yield Arm. *atbu- and *əłpu-, respectively, Arm. lu, o-stem, 
is derived from QIE *pluso- (Meller 1922g; cf. 1936: 47; HAB 2: 299; Jahukyan 
1982: 72; Olsen 1999: 20). For an o-stem insect-name, possibly feminine in origin, 
and for -ic, see s.v. mun ‘itch; gnat, midge’; for the problem of gender compare also 
nu ‘daughter-in-law’, q.v. (see Meller 1922g: 143; Olsen 1999: 820). 

For the irregular alternation *p/b"- (cf. Lubotsky 1988: 30) compare *k/g"- in the 
word for ‘nit’ (see s.v. anic ‘nit’); cf. Meillet 1922g: 143. 

Formally, Arm. lu ‘flea’ may also be derived from the word for ‘louse’: OHG, 
OEngl. /üs f. ‘louse’, MWelsh Zeu ‘lice’, Lith. liñlė ‘louse’, Russ. vos’, Skt. yüka- 
‘louse’, Shughni jug *plant-louse', etc. (on this PIE etymon, see Pokorny 1959: 692; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 535 = 1995, 1: 453; Schrijver 1995: 332-333; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 415; Mallory/Adams 1997: 357). However, the 
derivation of Arm. /u ‘flea’ from *pluso- ‘flea’ is impeccable. 


*]u ‘hearing, heard’, see s.v. ¿sem ‘to hear’. 
eETYM Usually derived from PIE *Klu-to-, cf. Skt. śrutá- ‘heard, famous’, Gr. 
KAvtoc ‘famous’, Lat. in-clutus ‘renowned, celebrated’, Olr. -cloth ‘was heard’ 
(Hiibschmann 1897: 453; Meillet 1936: 174; Schmitt 1981: 59, 61, 69; Kortlandt 
1986: 39, 41 = 2003: 69, 71; Beekes 2003: 167, 174, 175, 206; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 262b; Olsen 1999: 200-201), although *klu-ti- (cf. Skt. sruti- ‘hearing’) is 
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considered possible too (Hübschmann 1897: 453; Godel 1975: 78). Further see s.v. 
Isem ‘to hear’. 


luanam, 3sg.aor. luac‘, imper. lua ‘to wash; to bathe’ (Bible+); luali, GDSg lualw-o- 
y, GDPI /uale-a-c' ‘bath, bathing site’ (Bible+; for the structure, see Olsen 1999: 
228). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 300b]. Some dialects display forms with 
metathesis, *vlal (see 2.1.26.3). 
eETYM Mostly derived from PIE *pleu- ‘to wash’: Gr. z4óvo ‘to wash, to clean’, 
zAvtOóg ‘washed’, zAócig f. ‘washing’, zAéc ‘to sail, swim’, Skt. plavate ‘to float, 
swim’, Lith. plauti ‘to rinse, wash off’, etc., see Gosche 1847: 68141; Hübschmann 
1897: 454 (hesitantly); HAB 2: 300 with more references; Meillet 1936: 111; 
Pokorny 1959: 836; Hamp 1975: 103-104 (assuming *plu-a-, resyllabified from 
*pluH-, see Clackson 1994: 44, 2074; with criticism); Klingenschmitt 1982: 115- 
116; Jahukyan 1982: 184; Clackson 1994: 44, 182; Mallory/Adams 1997: 561a. 

Alternatively, /uanam is connected with Gr. Aova, Ao(p)&-ooı ‘to bathe, wash (the 

body)’, Lat. lavo, lavere ‘to wash, bathe’, etc. and thus identified with Arm. /oganam 
‘to bathe’, see NHB 1: 893c; Hübschmann 1897: 454 (hesitantly); HAB 2: 300b 
with more references; Klingenschmitt 1982: 116-117; Clackson 1994: 44. For the 
alternation -u- : -og- cf. č ‘uem vs. c'og- ‘to go, set off? (q.v.). 


luc, o-stem (Bible+); a-stem: ISg /c-a-w in Cyril of Alexandria, IPI /c-a-w-k‘ in Plato; 

i-stem: IPI /c-i-w-k' in Ephrem ‘yoke; burden; beam of the balance of which the 
scales are suspended’ (Bible+), ‘the constellation Libra’ (Zak‘aria Kat‘otikos, 9" 
cent.), ‘pair’ (Geoponica); /cem ‘to yoke’ (Bible+). 

luc-I-il-k‘ ‘a pair of veins of brains’ (Oskip‘orik). 
eDIAL luc ‘yoke’ and /cem ‘to yoke’ are dialectally ubiquitous. In Larabat, luc also 
refers to ‘the beam of a balance of which the scales are suspended’ [HAB 2: 301b]. 
Further, see 3.1.4.1. 
eETYM Since long, linked with Skt. yugá- n. ‘yoke, team, race, tribe’ (RV+), Gr. 
Cvyóv n. (also Gvydg m.) ‘yoke of a plough of a carriage; beam of the balance; the 
constellation Libra’, Lat. iugum n. ‘yoke (for oxen), team; pair (of horses, etc.)’, etc. 
(see HAB 2: 301). The initial /- has been explained by influence of *loyc- : luc-anem 
‘to unbind, loosen; to dissolve, liquidate; to absolve’, q.v. [Bugge 1893: 8-9; 
Jahukyan 1982: 40-41, 57, cf. 21339; 1987: 173]. See also s.v. leard ‘liver’ and 2.1.7. 

Some of the cognate languages have derivatives in *-/o- or *-leh2-: Skt. yugala- 
m., yugala- f. ‘pair, couple’, Lat. iugula f. ‘a part of the constellation Orion, Orion’s 
belt, a short line of three bright stars across the middle of Orion’ [Scherer 1953: 
222-223], Gr. Cevydn f. ‘loop attached to the yoke, through which the beast’s heads 
were put’, etc. These derivatives have been compared with Kartvelian *uy-el- 
‘yoke’: Georg. uyel-, Megr. uyu-, Svan u/üywa, uywal, cf. also the derivatives 
Georg. uyleul- : Megr. uyul- ‘team of oxen’, Georg. me-uyl-e ‘spouse’; see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 723, 723); Klimov 1994: 68-72 (with references and a 
discussion, treating the IE and Kartvel. */-formations as independent); cf. Klimov 
1998: 196. 

Arm. luc-l-il-k‘ ‘a pair of veins of brains’ (Oskip'orik) with double / is 
reminiscent of Georg. uyleul- ‘team of oxen’. Compare Arm. suffixes -il (kat -il 
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‘drop’, etc.) and -(a)li- (am-li-k ‘one-year-old child or lamb’, tam-a-li ‘roof’, etc.), 
see 2.3.1. 

On the strength of all these data, one may interpret Arm. /uc-a/t/li ‘the 
constellation Orion’ (q.v.) as composed of luc ‘yoke’ and the suffix -(a)li, possibly 
from fem. *-/ih;-, cf. Lat. iugula f. ‘a part of the constellation Orion, Orion's belt’, 
with fem. *-/eh;-. Note that another asterism, namely sayl, i-stem ‘wagon; Ursa 
Major and Minor, Arcturus’ : Hesychian oarıAAa (perhaps Thracian), probably 
contains the same suffix *-/ih;-; compare also Georg. etli (see s.v. sayl). 


Iuca[t]li ‘the constellation Orion=Hayk’. 
eDIAL Only in “Afjern bafaran” (a dictionary published in Venice in 1865), see 
HAB 2: 301b. 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 301b), composed of /uc *yoke; Libra, Orion' 
and unknown -atli. 

In view of the resemblance between the Armenian characters a and t, /ucatli may 
be hypothetically emended into */uc-ali, as composed of luc ‘yoke’ and the suffix 
-(a)li perhaps from fem. *-/ih;-, cf. Lat. iugula f. ‘a part of the constellation Orion, 
Gürtelsterne’; see s.v. luc ‘yoke’. 


lu-r, a-stem: GDPI /r-a-c' (Book of Chries) ‘silent’, /’em ‘to be silent’, Jur-Iur ‘silent, 
silently’ (all Bible), luř-mut ‘silent, silently’ (John Chrysostom). 

For derivatives (apart from NHB and HAB), see Olsen 1999: 394-395, 456. 
eDIAL Axalc'xa Jur u munc, Tiflis lur ‘silent’, Xarberd /r-ank‘ ‘patience’, Zeyt‘un 
laril ‘to be silent? [HAB 2: 302b]. Interesting is Xian an-/-ti ‘garrulous, chattering, 
talkative’ < ‘who does not become silent’ (Acaryan 1913: 100a); for -ti compare /k-ti 
‘licentious’ from /knim ‘to be licentious’, an-jr-di ‘arid, not watered’, etc. 
eETYM From QIE *klu-s-r-, see Bugge 1893: 9; Hübschmann 1897: 454; Pokorny 
1959: 606; Jahukyan 1982: 73; Olsen 1999: 198. Compare the structure of bar 
‘word’ (q.v.). 

Further see s.v. /sem ‘to hear’. 


*lusan-n or */us(e)amn ‘lynx; hyena; marten’. 

Attested only in the final edition of the Alexander Romance (NPI Jusanunk’‘), in a 
list of wild animals, after varazk‘ ‘wild boars’ and followed by injk‘ ‘panthers’, 
vagerk' ‘tigers’, etc. (see H. Simonyan 1989: 287''). In the corresponding passage 
(op. cit. 423) the earliest edition has no animal-name in the corresponding place, that 
is, between varazk' and injk'. The English translation of the passage see in 
Wolohojian 1969: 126: boars, lynxes, leopards, tigers. According to Acaryan (HAB 
2: 302-303), the NSg must have been */usan-n, and the word corresponds to Avyé 
‘lynx’ of the Greek text. 

Treated as synonymous to k ‘awt‘ar ‘hyena’ (see HAB 2: 302b; Dashian p.c. apud 
Hübschmann 1897: 454). The textual correspondence with Gr. Ap ‘lynx’ and the 
etymology presuppose rather ‘lynx’. Nevertheless, there seems to be dialectal 
testimony for ‘hyena’, too. 
eDIAL Lazax lisam "a fox-like animal with whitish fur, black round spots and a long 
thin tail? [Amatuni 1912: 249b], Larabat lüsemno ‘marten’ [HAB 2: 30334]. 
According to Acaryan (HAB, ibid.), Lazax lisam, apart from ‘marten’ (for this 
meaning he cites Amatuni, but the description of the latter seems to point rather to 
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‘lynx’), also means ‘a white quick mythical beast which kills people by cutting their 
throats’. Goris lisemna “a wild animal smaller than the fox’ [Margaryan 1975: 398a]. 

In a tale written by V. Ananyan (1984, 3: 69'”), lisam seems to refer to ‘lynx’; in 
the footnote, glossed by /usan ‘lynx’. This is explicitly corroborated by Ananyan, 
HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 214, 227. 

Alongside of ‘lynx’ and ‘marten’, the word seems to refer also to ‘hyena’ (see 
also above). The vocalism of the form /isam may be due to contamination with lis < 
loys ‘light’. Compare a fairy-tale from the village of Ak‘ori (Lori, district of 
Alaverdi) told by Gyozal Xaé‘atryan and recorded by E. Pezazyan in 1915 (HZHek* 
8, 1977: 318-323), where lisam refers to a cannibal beast living in a cave and having 
a fur that lis a tali “gives light/shine”. It was the mother (see 322.) of the fairy 
named Gyulp ert (or Soylamaz) xanum living in Sew cov = ‘Black sea’. We are 
probably dealing, thus, with “hyena : female devil”, cf. *k'awt'ar, etc. (see 3.5.2). 

The meaning 'hyena' is clearly confirmed by the following. In the tale “Bruti 
tlan" (“The potter’s son") written in 1931/1933 by Aksel Bakunc‘ (1976: 225, 229), 
a native speaker of the Goris dialect, lisemna is represented as an animal with curly 
hair, walking like a wolf and laughing like a man. 

In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (ca. 1720 AD) by Eha Muselyan Karnec‘i 
(Karin/Xotorjur), /usam renders Turk. varsat (vashak) [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 81, 118- 
119]. 
eETYM Since Müller 1890: 3, connected with Gr. A0yé, GSg Avyrog (-yydc) ‘lynx’, 
Lith. /isis, dial. (Zem.) Iynsis, Iynsi, OPr. luysis (Euler 1985: 91), Russ. ryso, Mir. 
lug, OHG luhs ‘id.’, etc., perhaps also Khowar rusk ‘marten’ and Yidgha Jui, Jo 
‘marten’ [Hübschmann 1897: 454; HAB 2: 303a; Mallory/Adams 1997: 359-360]. 
For the meaning of the latter forms (on which see also Bailey 1968:159), viz. 
*marten', cf. the dialectal meaning in Larabat and Lazax. The connection of these 
forms with Lat. lupus ‘wolf’, etc. (Speirs 1984: 411-412) can hardly be maintained. 

Ataryan (ibid.) derives Larabat liisemna from *lus-emn < *lus-amn. Compare 
Larabat xasemna vs. Lori, Lazax xasam ‘dry leaves’ (see Amatuni 1912: 266a). Note 
also Larabat sálámno, sdlemna, Goris sälämna vs. ClArm. salam(b) ‘a kind of 
partridge, francolin’ (q.v.). According to Lap'anc'yan (1961: 330), here we are 
dealing with the same suffix as is seen in ayceamn < *ayci-amn ‘roe-buck’ (see s.vv. 
ayc ‘goat’, mrjiwn, mrjimn ‘ant’, and 2.3.1). < *ayci-amn (see s.v. ayc ‘goat’ and 
2.3.1). 

It has been suggested that the Armenian n-formation 1s somehow connected with 
the nasal infix seen in Gr. Avyé and Lith. (Zem.) Iynsis (Frisk 2: 142; see especially 
Weitenberg 1984, Stelling Nr. 9, where dial. */us-amn is mentioned in this context). 
If the Armenian reflects the original */uk-(V)n-, the literary lusanunk‘ must be 
treated as the original n-stem plural form, and EArm. */us(e)amn is a recent creation 
after animal-names in -mn. However, this is not a productive suffix in eastern 
dialects but rather an old Armenian heritage (see 2.3.1). Besides, the spread of the 
suffix over the animal-names must have started from somewhere. One may therefore 
look for an alternative scenario. 

In case the PIE *-nk- yielded -s- in Armenian, as *-ns- did, one may also 
reconstruct */unk- for Armenian. We can tentatively assume a QIE *lunk-mn- or 
*/uk-mn-, with loss of the *-m- everywhere but in EArm. */isamn. Compare the case 
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of *b'ud'-men- : *b'ud'-(m)no- (see s.v. andund ‘abyss’). For an archaic -m- 
preserved in EArm. dialects but lost in ClArm. as well as in all the remaining 
dialects cf. EArm. *anu/am versus ClArm. anun ‘name’ (q.v.). 

It has been suggested that the PIE word for ‘lynx’ derives from PIE *leuk- ‘to 
see’, which itself may be a semantic specialization of *leuk- ‘to shine, illuminate’ 
(see Mallory/Adams 1997: 360a, 505a; cf. Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 512). Arm. 
*lusamn may reflect, then, the *-men-form also found in Skt. rukma- m. ‘golden or 
silver plate which is worn as an ornament’ (RV+), rukmant- ‘glänzend’, Olc. /jomi 
“Glanz, Licht, Schwert, Zwerg’ < *leuk-mVn-, etc., or Lat. lümen ‘light, daylight; 
lamp, torch; glory’ < *leuk-s-men-. The latter can be linked with Av. raoxsna- adj., n. 
‘light’, Lat. /üna f. ‘moon’, OCS luna ‘moon’ , Gr. Avyvog ‘lamp’ which would then 
be derived from *louk-s-(m)neh;- and *luk-s-(m)no-. 

It can be argued that the guttural *-k- of the verbal root */euk- conflicts with the 
palatal *-k- of the word for ‘lynx’. Note, however, the fluctuation seen in Skt. 
rusant- ‘shining, brilliant, bright, light’. Besides, the association might have been 
folk-etymological (especially if one accepts the Nostratic origin of the animal-name, 
see Illi¢-Svityé 1976: 34-35). Formally, such a contamination would be very easy for 
Armenian, cf. /usn ‘a white spot on eye’ < *‘white(ness), white/shining (thing)’ next 
to loys ‘light’, Gr. Aevxa@pa “whiteness; a white spot in the eye’, etc.; cf. also the 
bird-name haw-a-lusn ‘pelican’ (see s.v. lusn). Compare further the Armenian 
dialectal evidence above, on /isam the fur of which Le a tali “gives light/shine”. A 
similar contamination is seen in Russ. rysb ‘lynx’ the initial r- of which is explained 
by the influence of *rys» ‘blond, light brown’. 

This animal-name is more likely a European substratum word (Furnée 1972: 121- 
122). In this case, the association with ‘shine, light’ must indeed be folk- 
etymological. As to the formation of Arm. /us-an-un-k', one may compare e.g. ms- 
an-un-k' ‘the fleshy part of loins’ from mis ‘flesh, meat’ (q.v.). Note also other 
animal-names with a comparable suffix such as Hitt. ulipp-ana- ‘wolf’ and 
pars(a)na- ‘leopard’. 

Among amazing and man-eating beasts of Libya, the long recension of the 7" 
century Armenian Geography, Asxarhac‘oyc‘, mentions lingnas (Soukry 1881: 
19'°). Aéatyan (HAB 2: 284a) considers this word an unknown foreign animal- 
name. Hewsen (1992: 50, 9749) translates as ‘Lynx’ without any comment. Arm. 
lingnas possibly reflects an otherwise unattested Gr. *Avyyvag < *lungnas. For the 
semantics note the dialectal (Lazax) meaning of the Armenian word. If this 
interpretation is accepted, we can posit a */ung/k-n- which is to be compared with 
PArm. *lu(n)s-n-. 

That Anania Sirakac‘i testifies a Greek animal-name that has not been preserved 
in Greek itself is not impossible, cf. e.g. p'osuray ‘glow-worm, firefly’ (A. G 
Abrahamyan 1940: 40°’) obviously reflecting an otherwise unattested Gr. *pccovpá 
"dr. lit. ‘light-tailed’ (NHB 2: 954c; Hübschmann 1897: 387; HAB 4: 518a). 

I conclude that this is an animal designation belonging to the European 
substratum, */u(n)k/g-(n)-, and the association with ‘shine, light" (an animal with 
shining eyes or a shinig fur) is folk-etymological. A by-form */u(n)k-mn may be 
posited for EArm. */us(e)amn. 
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lusin ‘moon’ (Bible+; dial.); ‘month’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, Vardan Arewelc‘i; dial.), i- 
stem: GDPI /usn-i (abundant in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 657), ISg lusn-i-w 
(Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.77 [1913=1991: 216'?| Movsés Vardapet on Xosrov 
Anjewac'i); o-stem: AblSg i /usn-o-y (Eznik Kotbac‘i), ISg /usn-o-v (Jeremiah 8.2); 
a-stem [not in NHB]: ISg (z-)lusn-a-w in Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent, A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1940: 585. Note that GDSg /usn-i may point to both i- and a-stems. 
The originality of the a-stem may be corroborated by the etymology (see below). 

Combinations: beside ISg /usn-a-w (see above) and GDSg /usn-i (58 and 
several times in 40), Anania Sirakac‘i has GDSg /usn-o-y on the same page, 58'*. 
Similarly, in Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 176, lines 2 and 13) one finds both 
lusn-i and lusn-o-y on the same page. 

The meaning ‘month’ is seen in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.6 (1913-1991: 26-5; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 80): dadare ar getovn erklusneay awurs “he lingered by the river 
for two months"; also in Vardan Arewelc‘i, 13" cent. (see NHB 1: 902b). Further, 
see on the dialects. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 296a]. See also s.v. /usnakay. 

In Metri, one finds /üsen ‘moon’ and /isnigalóx ‘the end of a lunar month’ (see 
Alayan 1954: 271b, 301). The latter, a compound with g/ux ‘head’, points to the 
meaning ‘month’ of lusin, as we have seen in Vardan Arewelc‘i (13" cent.; Ganjak, 
Tavus, Cilicia) and Movsés Xorenac‘1. 
eETYM Related to Joys ‘light’ and /usn ‘white spot’ (q.v.). For lusin, Hübschmann 
(1897: 453; see also HAB 2: 296; Schmitt 1981: 52, 63; Jahukyan 1987: 136) 
reconstructs */oukeno-, cf. Skt. rocand- n. ‘luminous sphere, firmament’ (Lubotsky 
1988: 111), YAv. raocana- adj. ‘shining, light’ (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
463-464). However, semantically more attractive is the derivation from */ouksneh;- 
suggested by Meillet (1936: 21), cf. Lat. Jina, f. ‘moon, month’, Russ. luna ‘moon’, 
etc. (see also s.v. /usn “white spot’). Scholars often link /usin with Lat. lina, etc., but 
they usually cite /usin only as an o-stem (Solta 1960: 40-41; Tumanjan 1978: 66; 
Alabekyan 1979: 57; SaradZeva 1986: 33). As we have seen, however, Arm. lusin is 
also attested as an i- and an a-stem. One may therefore directly derive lusin, a-stem, 
from PIE */ouksneh;- ‘moon’. As to the problem of -i-, I follow the explanation of 
Morani (1987: 680) and Clackson (1994: 135), who treat -i as analogical; see also 
s.vv. kalin “acorn’, place-name Duin, etc. 


lusn, NPI /usun-k' ‘a white spot on one’s eye’ (Bible-); haw-a-lusn ‘pelican’ 
(Bible+); Lusn-t'ag ‘the planet of Jupiter’, lit. ‘light-crown’, or, as a bahuvrihi- 
compound, ‘der mit der Lichtkrone' (see Eilers 1976: 39g6, 65, 83, 85). 
eETYM Connected with Av. raoxsna- adj., n. ‘shining, light’, Lat. lūna ‘moon’, OPr. 
lauxnos ‘Gestirne’, Russ. /uná ‘moon; (dial.) ray of light, firmament, echo’, Czech 
luna ‘moon; month’, Pol. tuna ‘reflection, glow, moon, flame’, etc. (see HAB 2: 
294-296; EtimSlovSlavJaz 16, 1990: 173-174; PrJaz L, 1990: 179-188); see also 
s.vv. loys ‘light’, lusin ‘moon’. For the semantics cf. Gr. Aeúkwua ‘whiteness; a 
white spot in the eye, caused by a thickening of the cornea’ from the same root. 

The root /usn is also seen in Arm. haw-a-lusn ‘pelican’, a compound with haw 
‘bird’. For /usn here, cf. especially Slav. */uno ‘a bird’, of the same origin (see 
EtimSlovSlavJaz 16, 1990: 176-177). Note also Lith. /aükas ‘having a white 
forehead or snout, having a bald forehead, bald’, dial. Žem. láukas, Latv. lauks 
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‘having a white spot on the forehead, blazed’, /aucis ’Pferd, Ochs mit Blesse auf der 
Stirn, schwarzes Bläß-, Wasserhuhn’, etc. (see Derksen 1996: 221-222). 


lusnakay ‘moonlit night" (Eznik Kotbac‘i, Anania Sirakac‘i); MidArm. lusnika 
(Nahapet K‘uc‘ak), /usnkay (Geoponica, Nahapet K'uc'ak) ‘moon’, /usnkay 
*moonshined (night)’ (Geoponica) [MifHayBar 1, 1987: 313b]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 296a]. 

In folklore, /usnkay frequently refers to the full moon. In a wonderful Ascension 
folk-song (“jangyulum”) from Larabat (probably Susi) [Grigoryan-Spandaryan 
1971: 219, Nr 1348]: 

Lüsnangyän el ask a tiräl 

Lüs Cakatis vaeske p ‘otin. 

“And the Moon has put his eye 

On the golden coin of my forehead". 

In a traditional story [Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 339'"'], a girl named 
Vart'it'er is described as resembling tasnahing orva püllörvac lüsnangyi “the 
rounded moon of 15 days”. Then (340^), Arsen was working lüsnongyin lüsin takin 
“under the light of the moon"; and (340-75, Iüsningyá and the stars make a wedding 
for Arsen and Vart‘it‘er. 

In a folk-song (R. Grigoryan 1970: 352*7?); 

- Lusunka k'eri, uskuc' kugas? 

- Abrahamu covu veren. 

- Dun delin, jinad detin, 

- Moruk'd eker gotetetin. 

*- Uncle Lusunka, where are you coming from? 

- From over the sea of Abraham. 

- You [are] yellow, your horse [is] yellow, 

- Your beard has come down to your girdle-place". 
That /usnkay can refer to ‘the full moon’ is also seen, e.g., in a folk-song where 
Lusanka is described as being klorik ‘(diminutive) round’, and having eyes like 
black raisins [R. Grigoryan 1970: 30067]. 

In a song from Partizak [Tér-Yakobean 1960: 314'“], as an adjective: Lusnkay u 
erkan giser ` “moonlit and long night". As a noun, op. cit. 375°”. 

As is pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 2: 296a), Nor Naxijewan has preserved the 
semantic distribution between lusin and lusnakay ` lusin ‘moon’ : lusinga, lusninga, 
luslinga, lustnga ‘moonlit night’. In this very dialect, /usinka/lusninga also refers to 
the Moon as the sister of the Sun, as is seen in children folk-songs (R. Grigoryan 
1970: 297-298, Nrs. 631-632a; P‘ork‘Seyan 1971: 32”). 

Mein Jisnéke ‘moon’ [Alayan 1954: 301]; cf. lüsen < lusin (op. cit. 271b). 
Sebastia *arew-lusinka Ci tesnel ‘to be locked at home’, etc. [Gabikean 1952: 90]. 
eETYM Probably composed of /usin ‘moon’ and kay ‘station’, cf. arew-kay, parz-kay 
(see HAB 2: 504a).; kay belongs with the verbal root ka- ‘to stand, be, stay’ 
probably from PIE *g”eh,- ‘to come, step’, and reflects a deverbative *g"/;-ti-. For 
the typology of the compound, cf. Gr. Avkaßas, -avrog probably ‘new moon’, Skt. 
svargd- m. ‘heaven’ from *sh;ul-g"m- ‘going to the sun’. For the morphology 
compare barjr-a-gnay lusin, lit. “high-going moon’ in a late medieval folk-song (see 
Abelyan 1940: 111™"'®), Note also /us-a-cem (with čem- ‘to walk’), the name of the 
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9" nocturnal hour followed by arawöt ‘morning’ (Anania Sirakac‘i, 7" cent.; see A. 
G. Abrahamyan 1944: 113). A variant of the hour-name /us-a-cem is lus-a-gay, from 
the root ga- ‘to come’ [Alayan 1986: 80-81]. 


lu-r, imperative of /sem ‘to hear’ (q.v.); also o-stem: GDSg /r-o-y (Bible), ISg /r-o-v 
(Nersés Lambronac‘i); GSg /r-i (NHB 2: 903b without evidence) ‘hearing, fame, 
report, preaching, obedience’ (Bible+). 
eETYM From QIE *kl(o)u-ro-, see s.v. lsem ‘to hear’; comparable to tu-r (cf. Gr. 
ö@pov n. ‘gift, present’) vs. tam ‘to give’; cf. also di-r vs. dnem ‘to put’, li-r vs. 
Inum ‘to fill’ (Hübschmann 1897: 453-454; Meillet 1908-09c: 338; Schmitt 1981: 
197; Jahukyan 1982: 73). The derivation from *KIu-trom (Olsen 1999: 35) is less 
probable because it isolates /u-r from the parallels above. 


lurj *‘light, shiny’ [see below on /rjac ‘uc ‘anem, see also s.v. ar$alurs/j-k‘ ‘darkness 
before dawn, twilight’]; ‘cheerful, awake, sober, bright-minded, serious’ (Job 33.26, 
Philo, Ephrem, John Chrysostom, etc.); Irjanam ‘to be/become awake, serious, 
sober, bright-minded’ (Eise, John Chrysostom); caus. Irjac‘uc‘anem ‘to make 
serious or cheerful (said of a face)’ (Sirach 7.14), ‘to light up, lighten, enlighten (the 
sad night with a camp-fire)’ (Wisdom 17.5); i Irje (John Chrysostom, Evagrius of 
Pontus), i Irjeac* (Eznik Kolbac'i /5" cent./, “Catontir”), i Irjuc* (Oskip‘orik) ‘in 
one’s waking hours’; cf. also Irj(-a)-mit adj. & adv. ‘serious/sober/bright-minded’ 
(John Chrysostom), Irj-a-mt-ank‘ (Severian of Gabala), Irj-mt-ut‘iwn ‘cheerfulness, 
light-heartedness, sober-mindedness’ (Romans 12.8, Lazar P'arpec'i, Elisé, Movses 
Xorenac‘i, John Chrysostom, Ephrem, Paterica, etc.); aé“a-lurj ‘serious-eyed’ in 
John Chrysostom, etc.; Jurj ‘light blue’ (Plato, Paterica, etc.), ‘blue’ in Anania 
Sirakac‘i, 7" cent. (A. G. Abrahamyan 1940: 40'!*; NHB 1: 903c has lurt‘ in this 
passage; cf. s.v. delb ‘yellow’), several times in Arak'el Dawrizec‘i, 17" cent. 
[Xanlaryan 1990: 447 (lines 18, 19, 26), 450 (lines 29, 31), 451'*]; lurt‘ ‘blue’ in 
Anania Sirakac‘i (see above), Mambre; Irt‘anam ‘to grow (greyish-) blue’ in 
Hexaemeron and Anania Sirakac‘i; compounds: Irt‘-a-loys (with loys ‘light’ as the 
second member), var. /rt -a-goyn, with goyn ‘colour’, in Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 
1984: 435; Irt'-n-a-tesil, with tesil ‘vision’ (T‘ovmay Arcruni), etc. [NHB 1: 
907b]. 

In Job 33.26: Yalac'el iwrum ar Ter anduneli elic'i nma: mtc € lurj eresawk‘, 
dawanut‘eamb “When he prays to the Lord, it will be acceptable to him; he will 
enter with a serious look, with a declaration" ` eddausvog dé mpòç küpiov, Kal ÖEKTa 
at otar, cicedevoetat ÖE TPOOONW Kavap@ oov éényopia [Cox 2006: 215]. 

As is correctly assumed in NHB 1: 266a and HAB 1: 330a, the compound 
ac'alurj in Movses Xorenac‘i 2.42 is distinct from the homonymous ac -a-lurj 
*serious-eyed' and rather belongs with arsalurs/j-k ' (q.v.). 
eDIAL The form /urj has been preserved in a few dialects: Mus Jurc‘ ‘a kind of blue 
canvas that is made in Haleb (= Turk. zal); T‘iflis /rc ‘anal ‘to turn blue’ (referring 
to a beaten and bitten body); Akn. /rjuc' ‘in one's waking hours’ [HAB 2: 304] 
(compare literary i Irjuc* above). 

In Syria: Svedia /orc‘ ‘blue’ [Aéaryan 2003: 570], or laurc/c' ‘violet (colour) 
[Andreasyan 1967: 149, 363b]; K'esab Jorj ‘light blue’ (also in derivatives) 
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[C‘olak‘ean 1986: 204a, 244]; Aramo /aurc ‘blue’ [Laribyan (1958: 54, 65a]. The 
Mus form has probably been borrowed from the Syrian dialects, see 1.5. 

Metri Jarjé, lirjí ‘in one's waking hours’ < */rj-i [Alayan 1954: 271b]; compare 
literary i Irje and i Irjeac‘ above. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 2: 304b. Still considered a 
word of unknown origin in Jahukyan 1987: 436; 1990: 63, 72 (semantic field 15). 
Olsen (1999: 205-206, 771) derives lurj from PIE *KleuH-: Lat. cluere, cloäre (both 
only attested by grammarians) ‘to clean’, Welsh clir ‘light, bright, clear, clean, 
joyful’ < *kluH-ro-, Lith. shioti ‘to wipe’, Gr. dëi < *klu-d-id ‘to wash (of the 
sea), cleanse’, etc., positing QIE *KIuh;r-io-, or *Kluhir-ihz-, or *kluhjtr-io/ihy. I 
find this etymology attractive, but the alternative in *-tr- seems gratuitous, and *-/)- 
is not motivated (unless it is based on her idea on *-h,t- > Arm. -t‘-, on which see 
below). Other cognates: Goth. hlutrs (only API m. hlutrans) ‘pure, clean’, OHG 
luttar, hlütar “bright, limpid, clear, pure’ < *kluH-d-ro-, OIc. hler ‘sea’ (see Pokorny 
1959: 607; Lehmann 1986: 188b; Schrijver 1991: 394, 447-448; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 108b). ` 

For the variant lurt‘, Olsen (1999: 206399, 846) posits *kluhjtro-. This is 
improbable because: (1) the suffix *-tro- is not motivated here; (2) there are no 
cognate forms in *-tro-; (3) this proto-form would yield Arm. *lu(w)r, cf. *ph;tr-os 
> hawr, gen. of hayr ‘father’ (q.v.). To solve the latter problem, Olsen (1999: 774) 
envisages a sound change *-h;t- > Arm. -t-, a view which I do not share. One may 
rather start with *kluH-d-ro- (cf. the Germanic forms), which would yield Arm. 
*lurt. Subsequently, */urt might become lurt‘ under the influence of art‘- ‘awake’, 
zuart' (beside zuarc) ‘joyful, cheerful’, /azuart‘ (beside laj/Cuard) ‘azure stone’. On 
the other hand, the alternation /urj : lurt‘ is reminiscent of that of surj ‘around; 
circle’ : surt'n ‘lip; edge’ (if these words are related with each other, as is assumed 
in HAB 3: 538-540). 

I conclude that Arm. /urj ‘light, shiny; light blue, blue; cheerful, awake, bright- 
minded’ may be derived from QIE *kluH-r-io- or *kluH-r-ieh;- ‘light, bright, clear, 
clean, joyful’. The by-form /urt‘ (not found in the old literature and the dialects) is 
not entirely clear; perhaps *KluH-d-ro- > *lurt > (secondarily) lurt“. 


A 


xacanem ‘to bite, sting’, iterative xac-at-em (Bible+). 

Often refers to biting of snakes and beasts (see NHB 1: 912ab, s.v. xacanem and 
derivatives). A textual illustration from Deuteronomy 8.15 (Cox 1981: 113): ur ojn 
xacaner ew karicn ` ob 6gic ddKvav Kai oKopmios. 
eDIAL Widespread in the ka-dialects. The verbal suffix -(a)n- is missing in Axalc‘xa, 
Karin, Ala&kert, Ham&en, Polis, Rodost‘o and Sebastia xaznel, 1sg aor. xaji [HAB 2: 
318a; Acaryan 1941: 144, 216]. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. khddati ‘to chew, bite, eat, devour’, perfect cakhada 
(3sg.act.), Y Av. vi-xada- ‘to squeeze apart’, Baluchi khaday ‘to eat’, Gr. xvoóaAov 
“wild or harmful animal’, Lith. kgsti, kándu ‘to bite’, etc. (HAB 2: 317-318, with 
references). 
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The appurtenace of the non-Aryan forms is uncertain (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 
1992: 451-452; cf. Pedersen 1906: 424 = 1982: 202; Pokorny 1959: 560, 634; 
Jahukyan 1987: 134, 177). The -c- of the Armenian form may be explained by the 
sigmatic aorist form *-d-s-, see Pedersen 1905: 206; 1906: 424 = 1982: 68, 202; 
Jahukyan 1982: 48, 74, 180; Kortlandt 1987a: 51; 1994: 27-28; 1996: 41-42 = 2003: 
80-81, 104-105, 115-116. This might be corroborated by Parth. x z- ‘to devour 
(Boyce 1977: 99), probably from *xäd-s-, as well as by Skt. 3pl.aor.act. a-khät-s-ur. 
However, Skt. akhatsur seems to belong with Skt. khidati ‘to tear; to press down’ 
and Plran. *xad- 'to beat, strike, inflict a wound, hurt (Cheung 2007: 445; 
Lubotsky, p.c.). On the other hand, Skt. khidati has been linked with Lat. caedo ‘to 
cut, hew’, etc. (cf. Klingenschmitt 1982: 210-211), see s.v. xayt‘ ‘sting, bite’. 

In order to explain the voiceless affricate -c- of Arm. xac- ‘to bite, sting’, 
Klingenschmitt (1982: 210) suggests a few possibilities: *-$-; *-di-; an Iranian 
loanword, cf. Parth. x z- ‘to devour'. The first one is hardly possible, because we are 
dealing with a root in *-d-. A sequence *-di- would yield Arm. -c- (see 2.1.22.1). 
Also the loan theory should be given up (the expected Armenian form is *xaz-), 
unless one assumes a very old borrowing with consonant shift *j > c, cf. the well- 
known case of partez ‘garden’. 

Armenian has xaz ‘line, writing mark, line in hand, scratch’, dial. also ‘parting 
line of hair’, xazem ‘to draw a line (also with a plough), scratch’ (late attest.; 
widespread in the dialects), dial. xaz-xz-, etc. ‘to scribble’; see NHB 1: 910bc; 
Aéafean 1913: 445ab; HAB 2: 310. Aéaryan (HAB 2: 310b) treats xaz as a 
Caucasian borrowing, cf. Georg. xazi ‘line, row’, Udi xaz ‘line’, etc. In fact, Arm. 
xaz may belong with the above-mentioned Plran. *xad- ‘to beat, inflict a wound, 
hurt’ and Skt. khidati ‘to tear; to press down’, going back to Iran. sigmatic aorist 
*xad-s- > *xaz- (cf. Skt. a-khat-s-ur). 


xayt‘ ‘sting, bite’ (only in 2 Corinthians 12.7), xayt‘em ‘to bite (of insects and 
snakes)’, xayt‘oc‘ ‘bite, sting’ (Bible). 
eDIAL The verb xayt‘em ‘to bite’ is widespread in the dialects (in Moks, in the 
meaning ‘to torment’) [HAB 2: 325a]. Note also Sasun xet ‘ug “bitten by a snake’, 
xit'uc' ‘bite (of a snake)’ (see Petoyan 1954: 129, 130; 1965: 481, 483). The latter 
continues ClArm. xayt oc, 
eETYM Since Scheftelowitz (1904-05: 312), connected with Lat. caedo ‘to cut; to 
hew, lop, fell; to slaughter; to murder’, as well as MHG heie, hei f. ‘Rammblock’, 
MDutch heien ‘schlagen, rammen’, perhaps also Skt. khidati ‘to press down’ [HAB 
2: 325a; Pokorny 1959: 917; Jahukyan 1987: 147, 191; Clackson 1994: 224112]. The 
initial x- of the Armenian points to IE *kH- (see Kortlandt 2003: 1). The 
etymological connection, although considered “not compelling” by Olsen (1999: 
211), seems to be acceptable, see Schrijver 1991: 266-267, who reconstructs *khzei- 
and excludes Skt. (s)khidati. The latter is considered unrelated since it seems to 
belong to Skt. khad- ‘to chew, to bite, to eat, to digest" (see Schrijver 1991: 266-267; 
otherwise: Klingenschmitt 1982: 210-211) and Arm. xacanem ‘to bite’ (q.v.). 

There are other Armenian words which are undoubtedly related with xayt‘, 

although the ablaut alternations are not quite clear (see HAB 2, s.vv.; Jahukyan 
1987: 147, 191; on xit‘, see also Olsen 1999: 210), namely: 
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xit‘, o-stem ‘pain, colic, twinge; rock, reef; (Paterica+) crocodile’, xt'em ‘to bite; 
to goad, push, shove’ (Bible+), dial. ‘to poke, shove’; 

xet ‘em ‘to bit; to push, shove’ (Ephrem), zer" ‘scowling gaze’ (Bible+), xet -k-em 
‘to bit; to bite; to butt’ (Bible; Eznik), xet‘umn ‘bite of conscience’; 

xet‘, i-stem ‘bite of conscience (Buzand+); pain in the stomach (Bible+); doubt, 
fear (Ephrem); scowling gaze, spite, hate (Bible+); danger, obstacle, impediment 
(Agat‘angetos+)’, dial. ‘scowling (gaze)’, xit ‘am ‘to worry, fear’ (Bible+); 

xawt ' ‘ill, sick (of body, eye, or ear)’ (Bible+), dial. *xot -ik ‘a kind of wound’; 

xot‘(ot)em ‘to look with a scowling gaze; to bite, shove’ (Philo, Ephrem, 
Eusebius of Caesaria, etc.), dial. ‘to poke’; 

xut‘, o-stem ‘impediment (under feet); reef? (Bible+), xoyt' ‘crocodile (Paterica), 
Larabat xüt‘ (<xoyt‘) ‘hillock’. See s.vv. 

Also in Sanskrit there are similar forms with unclear vocalic alternations. Next to 
the above-mentioned khidati ‘to press down; to tear’ and khadati ‘to chew, bite, eat, 
devour’ (see s.v. xacanem ‘to bite, sting’), here one finds khud- ‘hineinstoBen [des 
Penis]’ (RV, AV+), with no secure etymology (see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 
456); for the labial vowel cf. Arm. xot ‘- ‘to bite, shove, poke’. 

The meaning ‘crocodile’ (Paterica+) of xit‘ and xoyt‘ is corroborated by Georgian 
xvit" ^i ‘crocodile; lizard’, which is considered an Armenian loan, and by the same 
semantic relationship seen in Gr. xpoxóóiAog ‘lizard, crocodile’, composed of (or 
folk-etymologically reinterpreted as such) of xpdxn ‘Kies’ und ópiZog ‘Wurm’ (thus, 
“Kieswurm”, see Frisk, s.v.), perhaps also in Skt. krkalasa m. ‘a lizard, chameleon’ 
[HAB 2: 364a, 365a, 414ab, 619b]. Another clear example is k‘ar-a-t‘ot‘os (or 
k'ar-a-t'os, k ‘ar(-a)-t OS) ‘lizard’ (see HAB 2: 192), which contains k ‘ar ‘stone’. 

In view of the -£'- of xayt', scholars usually postulate a protoform with the 
determinative *-t- (instead of *-d- seen in Lat. caedö), which is attested nowhere 
else. This would be unnecessary, however, if one assumes a solution similar to that 
of malt'em, p'ut'am, etc. (see 2.1.22.12-13), according to which xayt' (with an 
unknown declension class), xit‘ (o-stem), xet' (i-stem), and xut' (o-stem) can be 
interpreted as verbal nouns in *-fi- and *-to-, and xayt'em is a denominative verb 
based on xayt‘, etc., or, alternatively, the old verb *xaytem became xayt‘em by the 
influence of xayt', etc. Thus: *khzeid-t- > PArm. *xay(t)-t'V- > xayt'; *khjid-to- > 
PArm. *xi(t)-t'o- > xit‘ (o-stem). The ablaut degrees of the other forms are difficult 
to explain. Compare also pairs like mayri : mori ‘forest’. One wonders if xawt' in a 
way derives from *kh;(e)d-t-. 

The words xayt'em ‘to bite (of insects and snakes)’ and, especially, its ablauted 
form xit‘, o-stem ‘pain, colic, twinge’ can also be connected with *sit‘(-) ‘bite; 
wound’ (q.v.), cf. sit‘-of (present participle) ‘biting’ (5" or 7^ cent.+), šit ‘eal ‘biten’ 
(Paterica), Sit-oc‘ ‘bite (of a bee)’ (11" cent.+), šit‘ **pain of a (swollen) wound’ 
(Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ and the dialect of Larabat). On the alternation š- / x- cf. 2.1.22.3. If 
this is true, sit“ comes from *skhzi(d)-t-, as xit‘ (o-stem) from *khzi(d)-to-. 


85 One might assume that Mlran. *xió- or *xuó-, an unattested Iranian counterpart of Skt. khid- 
or khud-, has been borrowed into Arm. *xir- or *xur-, cf. xrem ‘to poke’ (Bible+; widespread 
in dialects; no etymology in HAB 2: 431a). 
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xand, i-stem in Movsés Xorenac‘i (see below); later o-stem ‘a strong emotion (with 
love, mercy, envy or other passions)’; xandam ‘to envy, be jealous’ (John 
Chrysostom, Movsés Xorenac‘i). 

Mostly in derivatives including also those based on xand-at- and xand-at-at- 
(Bible+); for -at cf. xanj-at-em ‘to burn’ (Bible), hr-at ‘bonfire’ from hur ‘fire’ 
(Bible+). Spelled also as xant. 

GDPI xand-i-c' “of the affection" is attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 
(1913=1990: 363"; transl. Thomson 1978: 353). 

Verbal xandam ` Movsés Xorenac'i 2.53 (1913-1991: 183™°; transl. Thomson 
1978: 195): and or xandayrn Artawazd “Artavazd became jealous at this". 

In P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 /5™ cent./ (1883-1984: 103-55 transl. Garsoian 1989: 
144): gelgeleal xandatatut‘eamb : “quavering with compassion"; see the full passage 
s.v. get- ‘song’. 

See also s.v. xanj. 
eDIAL Dialectal forms only with xanj (q.v.). 
eETYM Usually connected with Gr. x&vóapoc: &vópaéc ‘charcoal’ (Hesychius), Skt. 
cand- (also scand-) ‘to shine, glitter’, candrd- adj. ‘shining, light’, Lat. candor, -oris 
m. ‘dazzling whiteness, brightness; beauty; candour, brilliancy’, candeö ‘to be of 
brilliant whiteness, shine; to become/be hot’, candela ‘candle’, in-cendö ‘to set fire 
to, kindle; to inflame; to aggravate’, incendium n. ‘fire, fiery heat; passion’, etc., see 
Dervischjan 1877: 29 (with šant‘, which see s.v.); HAB 2: 330a. 

Jahukyan (1987: 130, 318) presents this etymology with a question mark, 
pointing out that the aspirated *k’- is nowhere attested, and comparing xand with 
Hitt. handais ‘warmth, heat’, not specifying the relationship. On the Hittite word, 
see s.v. ant ‘et. 

The final -j of xanj is difficult to explain. Theoretically, it may have resulted from 
*-d'-s-. Lat. candor, -óris is masculine, thus it may belong to PIE HD s-stem (on 
this, see Beekes 1995: 180; for the early intrusion into the nominative -s of -r- 
developed from intervocalic -s-, see Szemerényi 1996: 175): NSg *K"Vnd-ös > 
PArm. *xVnd-u, GSg *k'nd-s-6s > PArm. *xanjó-. But xand is an i-stem. 

See also s.v. Sant ‘Yd. 


xanjem ‘to scorch, singe’, xanj-ot ‘half-burnt wood’ (Bible+), xanj-r- (Agat'angelos), 
xanj-ar ‘spark’ (Grigor Magistros, “Geoponica”). 

See Olsen 1999: 633. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous [HAB 2: 331]. 

For xanj-ot, Aéatyan (1913: 451a; HAB 2: 331) records only Larabat compounds 
*xanjol-a-kot' ‘half-burnt wood, one edge of which is not yet burnt’ (with kot‘ 
*handle") and *xanjot-a-mayr ‘ember buried in ashes to be used for making fire next 
day’ (with mayr ‘mother’/‘wood, material’, q.v.) and Merteköz (a village of 
Nikomidia), Trapizon *xanjot-at 'half-burnt wood’, with -at as in xand-at-at. 
Although not recorded in Acaryan 1913 and 1947, *xanjotat seems to be present 
also in HamSen: xonjotod ‘scorched wood’ (glossed in JaynHams 2, 1979: 220a). 
One also finds independent evidence for xanjot in various dialects: Larabat 
xánjul(na) [Davt'yan 1966: 370], Goris xanjut [Margaryan 1975: 331a]; K'esab 
xéncül [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 204b]. Thus: xanjo? (Bible+) is dialectally present in 
extreme NW (Trapizon, Hamsen, etc.), SW (Syria), and SE (Larabal, etc.). 
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On Larabat -j-, see s.v. xonj ‘low, down; inside’. 
@ETYM See s.v. xand. 


xawt* (i-stem according to NHB, but without ref.) ‘ill, sick (of body, eye, or ear) 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Akn, Arabkir xot‘ig ‘a kind of wound’ [HAB 2: 432b], apparently from 
*xot -ik. 
eETYM See s.v. xayt*. 


xaws-k‘, i-stem ‘speech; words’, xawsim ‘to speak, say, tell; to sing (of a rooster)’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In Van, Marata and Nor Naxijewan only refers to 
the singing of a rooster [HAB 2: 434b]. Note also Sivri-Hisar *xös-o? ‘rooster’ and, 
with an initial k-, Zeyt‘un *kus-ol ‘id.’ (see Acarean 1913: 161b, 607b). 
eETYM The etymological attempts implying IE origin (see HAB 2: 434; Frisk 1, 
1960: 803-804; Olsen 1999: 90) are unsatisfactory. 

According to Jahukyan (1995: 183), borrowed from Iran. *vaxsa- ‘speech’, with 

metathesis v — x > x — v (cf. Sogd. yus, ywos ‘to speak’) and with the (Scythian?) 
change š > s. 


*xet‘-: xet‘em ‘to bit; to push, shove’ (Ephrem), xet* ‘scowling gaze’ (Bible+), 
xet‘-k-em ‘to bit; to bite; to butt’ (Bible; Eznik), xet‘umn ‘bite of conscience’. 
@DIAL See s.vv. xet' and xayt‘. 


xel ‘mutilated, lame (Bible+); sore (eye); abominable’. Numerous derivatives: 
xelut'iwn ‘mutilation’, xefat‘iwr ‘crooked (also morally)’, xefandam ‘mutilated’, 
xel(a)katak ‘mime, buffoon’, etc. 
eDIAL In the dialects, mostly in verbal usage: ‘to become spoilt, undisciplined’ 
(Akn, Xotorjur), ‘to make silly jokes’ (C‘arsanéak‘ xefktal), ‘to scoff, ridicule 
grimacing’ (Zeyt‘un) [HAB 2: 356b]. Although not recorded in HAB, also the 
adjective xe? seems to be present in the dialects, cf. in the epic “Sasna crer” (SasDav 
1989: 379, 421b). Note also Sasun xel-aj ‘crookedly sewed cloth’ (see Petoyan 
1954: 130; 1965: 482); the second component, namely -aj, is not clear to me. 
eETYM See s.vv. Se? ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’ and *ket ‘crooked’. 


xet‘, i-stem [oblique stem variants: xit‘-, xet -, xet“-] ‘bite of conscience (P‘awstos 
Buzand+); pain in stomach, irritation (Bible+); doubt, fear (Ephrem); scowling gaze, 
spite, hate (Bible+); danger, obstacle, impediment (Agat‘angetost+)’, xit‘am ‘to 
worry, fear’ (Bible+). 

In Deuteronomy 28.22 (Cox 1981: 184): harc'e zk'ez t[e]r tarakusanök‘ ew 
jermamb ew sarsrov; ew xt 'iwk' (vars. xet fwb, xet‘iwk‘) ew erkiliw (vars. erkiwtiw, 
erkewliw) ew xorsakaw ew gunov ` matacal oe xüpioc AnopIa Kai MLpETm Kai piyer 
Kal épEeviou® Kal pov@ xai Avsuopdopia Kai tH &xpa [RevStBible has: “The Lord 
will smite you with consumption, and with fever, inflammation, and fiery heat, and 
with drought, and with blasting, and with mildew"]. Arm. xet‘ (or xit‘, as 
presupposed by xt iwk‘) renders Gr. &pedıouog ‘irritation, provocation’. 

In Canticum 1.5/6: vasn zi xet'iw hayec'aw yis aregakn ` óu zapéáfAewév ue d 
Toc. Here xet'iw hayim ‘to scowl, look/regard with hate, suspicion, etc.’ renders 
Gr. napaßienw ‘to look aside, take a side look; to see wrong; to overlook; to 
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despise’. The same is also found e.g. in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.43 (1913-1991: 312°; 
transl. Thomson 1978: 306): and orum xet'iw hayer Arsak : “ArSak regarded him 
[Sahak] with suspicion". 

In P‘awstos Buzand 3.17 [and not in 4.17, as is misprinted in NHB 1: 943a] 
(1883-1984: 39-55. holaneal gorcein zmeis hamarjakut‘eamb, aranc‘ xiti 
yamenayn C‘aris darjealk' : “they committed sins openly and insolently" (transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 92). Here xet' clearly refers to “bite/sting of conscience", as is 
correctly given in NHB and HAB, and in ModArm. translation of P‘awstos by 
Malxasyanc* (1987: 73): xéci xayt‘. 

Looking through the attestations of the word in NHB 1: 942-943, one notes that 
nom.-acc. mostly occurs with -e- (xet', xet'-k /s), whereas the oblique stem chiefly 
appears as xet“. This is reminiscent of cases like afues, ner, etc. (2.2.1.2). Thus: 
nom.acc. xet‘, obl. xet‘-. Since the classical pattern is -é- : -i-V, obl. *xet‘-i- is 
sometimes replaced by analogical xit‘-i (as, e.g., in the passage from P'awstos 
Buzand 3.17 cited above). 
eDIAL Juta xer‘ *spite, vengeance’; Juta, T‘iflis, Axalc‘xa, Ararat, Larabat, Samaxi, 
Salmast *xet' ‘scowling (gaze)’; T‘iflis xit il ‘to scowl’ [HAB 2: 361-362]. 
eETYM See s.v. xayt*. 


xit‘, o-stem ‘pain, colic, twinge; rock, reef; (Patericat+) crocodile’, xt‘em ‘to bite; to 

goad, push, shove’ (Bible+), xt‘-an ‘goad’ (Bible+). 

On IPI xt -i-w-k' in Deuteronomy 28.22, see s.v. xet‘. 

In Grigor Narekac‘i 26.3 (Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 346°”): xit -k' c'awoc' 
“twinges of pains”. 
eDIAL Xian xit‘ ‘pain in flank or waist’, T'iflis xit -k' ‘pain in stomach’, Van xt ‘el 
‘to poke, shove’, etc. [HAB 2: 364-365]. 
eETYM Related with xayt' ‘sting, bite’ (see HAB 2: 364b; Olsen 1999: 210), q.v. For 
xt ‘-an, see Clackson 1994: 112, 224, 12. 


*xilt* ‘knag on a tree, a swelling in tree’. 
eDIAL Aéaryan (1913: 469a) records xilt‘ *knag on a tree, remnant of a branch that 
has been cut off’ not specifying the dialect location. The word is present in Lori 
(Jahukyan 1972: 280). I can testify that in this subdialect, the word xil, xilt‘ also 
refers to ‘rough, gland/tumour-like substance in wood’, which is to be understood as 
‘a gland or tumour of a tree’, see s.v. xoyl, dial. xil. 

Note also Ganjak xilt anknel ‘to stumble’ (probably to be understood as ‘to 
become knotted’ said of feet), xilt‘ ‘very dense, crowded’ [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 
325b]. 
eETYM Obviously belongs with xoy/ ‘swelling, gland" (q.v.), dial. xi/ ‘knag on a 
tree’ (Jahukyan 1967: 109, cf. 116; 1972: 280; 1985: 154; 1987: 131, 174, 255; see 
also N. Simonyan 1979: 242; H Suk‘iasyan 1986: 174-175). For -t‘- cf. e.g. kr-t‘- 
un-k‘ ‘back’ vs. kurn ‘back’. 


xot‘(ot)em ‘to look with a scowling gaze; to bite, shove’ (Philo, Ephrem, Eusebius of 
Caesaria, etc.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meaning ‘to poke’ (also ‘to eat to much’) 
[HAB 2: 384b]. 
eETYM See s.v. xayt*. 
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xolorj in Mxit‘ar Goš, 12-13" cent. (NHB 1: 957b) and Davit‘ Salajorc'i, 17" cent. 
(UsMjnHayBnst 2, 1987: 3559), xolorjn, GDSg xolrjan (in the song by Grigor 
Narekac‘i called Saylik ‘Little wagon’, K*yo&keryan 1981: 61-5, 64 ^9) ‘orchis’. 

Corresponds to Orchis, Russ. atppmuHuK, Germ. Knabenkraut (Caturyan 1970: 
84; R. Lazaryan 1981: 42a". Modern Armenian orj-armat (lit. ‘male root’ or 
“testicle-root’), xol-orj laynaterew ‘Orchis latifolia L.’ (Béguinot/Diratzouyan 1912: 
35). According to other information, it denotes ‘Vicia’ (Alisan 1895: 258, having 
violet flowers), ‘Vicia tenuifolia Roth.’ (Béguinot/Diratzouyan 1912: 60-61), ‘Vicia 
cracca’ (HAB 2: 385b with ref.). According to Acaryan (1913: 481a), the dialectal 
meaning is ‘a plant which animals are fond of, with bluish flowers ’, and in Hamsen 
it denotes the plant called K 'ara yonca. 

I am not sure whether the MidArm. plant-name xoy/ prob. ‘Hesperis matronalis 
(see C‘ugaszyan 1980: 200; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 347a) is related. 
eDIAL Hamšen, Xarberd *xolorj (HAB 2: 385b; for the meaning see above); Mus, 
Aparan, Sirak xolors (Amatuni 1912: 287a, with a thorough description); Sebastia 
*xolorj, *xoylorj ‘Vicia sepium’ [Gabikean 1952: 255], Balu xolorj ‘a plant 
[Sargisean 1932: 429]. Further see HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 346b. 
eSEMANTICS The Middle Armenian and dialectal designations for species of this 
plant mostly contain ‘testicle’ as a compound member: 

alves-a-ju-k', alvesi juk‘, lit. ‘testicles of fox’ in Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i, 15" cent. 
(see S. Vardanjan 1990: 182-183, § 940; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 33b); 

San-juk‘, lit. ‘testicles of dog’ in Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (see S. Vardanjan 1990: 
183, § 941; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 208a); according to Béguinot/Diratzouyan (1912: 
35), refers to ‘Orchis palustris Jacq.’ and corresponds to ModArm. orj-armat. 

These designations are calques from (or typologically comparable with) the 
Arabic terms literally meaning ‘testicles of fox’ (Orchis hircina crants’, *Orchis 
antropophora L.’, or ‘Tulipa Gesneriana L.’) and ‘testicles of dog’ (‘Orchis morio 
L.’, or ‘Orchis papillionacea L.’), which are transliterated by Amirdovlat* as xusat ‘- 
al-saylap and xusat '-al-k'alp, respectively, see S. Vardanjan 1990: 636, notes to §§ 
940, 941. 

Note also Joé" plur ‘Orchis laxiflora Lam.’, lit. ‘testicles of ram" (Béguinot/ 
Diratzouyan 1912: 35). 

For a discussion of these designations, see also Ališan 1895: 28-29, 482. Alisan 
(1895: 322, Nr 1446) records another designation of Orchis, viz. kolor/rcik, 
suggesting a derivation from klor ‘round’ because of its ‘testicle-like roots’ (juajew 
taker). Typologically compare dial. papke-plor ‘a plant with blue seed-like grains’ 
(Alisan 1895: 523; Aéarean 1913: 896a), lit. probably 'grandfather's testicles’. For 
other names of Orchidaceae, see Suk‘iasyan 1967: 268c; R. Lazaryan 1981: 42a" ^9. 
For orj-a-tak and orj-armat (both basically meaning ‘having testicle-like roots") and 
the corresponding denotata, see Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 584-585. 

The pattern is also seen in other languages, cf. e.g. Russ. jatrysnik, jadrisnik 
*Orchis maculata’ from jatro n., pl. játra ‘entrails, eggs, testicles’, jadro ‘kernel, 
testicle’ from Slav. *jet/dro, cf. Vedic Skt. andá- n. ‘egg’, dual andau m. ‘testicles’, 
ändi- f. ‘testicles’ (see Vasmer s.vv.; EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 65-66, 72; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 162; Cernyx 1999, 2: 466-467). A well-known example is Gr. ópyic 
m. ‘testicles’, ‘the plant orchid (because of the shape of the root)’, "a kind of olive 
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(because of the shape of the fruit)’, which is most probably etymologically identical 
with the second component of Arm. xol-orj(-n), see below. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 2: 385b. 

In view of the material presented in the semantic section, Arm. xol-orj(-n) seems 
to comprise *orj(i)- ‘testicle’ (q.v.), cf. Gr. ópyig “testicles; orchid’. As to the first 
component, we can think of xo(y)/ ‘swelling, tonsil, gland’, which may have once 
referred to ‘testicle’ as well (especially if its connection with Russ. šuló, Sulja 
‘testicle’, etc. is accepted, see s.v. xoy/). PArm. *orj ‘orchis’ may have been 
lexicalized early (possibly an Armeno-Greek shared innovation). If this is true, the 
compound *xol-orj- is to be understood as something like ‘testicled or glanded 
orchis’, that is "a kind of orchis that resembles or has testicle- or gland-like parts’. 


xoyl, i-stem according to NHB 1: 961a, but without evidence (spelled also as xol) 
‘swelling, tumour, gland’ (this is the basic meaning of the word, see below on 
MidArm. and dial), ‘spot, stain, blot’ perhaps from ‘spherical spot’ (Anania 
Sirakac‘i, 7" cent, see below), ‘a swelling of the lymphatic glands, scrofulous 
gland’ in (Step‘annos Lehac‘i, 17" cent., glossed by Lat. striima and scröfula, NHB 
1: 961b); MidArm. xul ‘swelling, tumour, gland’ in Bzskaran jioy (twice xul and 
once xoyl, C‘ugaszyan 1980: 91, lines 1-4) and Grigoris [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 353a], 
xoyl-ik and xul-ik ‘a kind of plague’ in Smbat Sparapet and Samuel Anec‘i, perhaps 
also Matt'eos Urhayec‘i [HAB 2: 391; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 347]; MidArm. adj. xol- 
ayin ‘swollen’ in Mxit‘ar Herac‘i [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 346b]; xol-xec‘geti ‘ulcer, 
cancer (in a woman’s breast)’ (Paterica), a compound with xec ‘geti ‘crayfish’ [NHB 
1: 957a]. See also s.v. xol-orj ‘orchis’. 

Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.) compares the spots of the moon with xoyl-k‘ of pits 
(xoroc‘ac‘) of a gem (A. G. Abrahamyan 1940: 40-55, Here xoyl may be understood 
as ‘asperity, roughness of surface, a rough spot’ (cf. ModArm. xordubordut'yun in 
the translation by Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 1979: 98; note also the semantics in the 
dialects of Goris and Larabal), or simply 'spot, stain, blot'. Given the range of 
meanings displayed by xoy/ in other literary sources and dialects, we should perhaps 
posit a basic meaning ‘ball, gland; spherical spot’ or the like. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the meaning 'gland' 9HAB 2: 392a]. 
Note also Sebastia xu/ ‘gland; Fr. fagoue, amygdale’ [Gabikean 1952: 259], Balu xo/ 
‘gland’ [Sargisean 1932: 429], Akn xoel ‘ganglion’ [Gabrielean 1912: 282]. With 
other semantic nuances: Agulis xuy/ ‘swelling’ [HAB 2: 392a; Aéarean 1935: 358]; 
Adana, Haéon xil ‘a swelling in flesh’; Lazax, Kot‘, Ganjak xil ‘swelling on a tree’ 
[Amatuni 1912: 291a; Acarean 1913: 469a; 2003: 315; HAB 2: 392a; HayLez- 
BrbBar 2, 2002: 325a]; see also s.v. xilt‘ ‘a knag on a tree, a tumour in wood’. 

Goris xül displays several meanings: ‘a small oval swelling’, ‘a rugged swelling, 
projection’, ‘dry twig’ [Margaryan 1975: 403b], and adj. ‘rugged’, cf. also Larabat 
xül ‘rugged’, and the compound *xul-u-boyt'n ‘rugged’ (see Acarean 1913: 488; 
HAB 2: 392a), cited as xlaput ua ‘rugged’ in L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 362ab; see s.v. 
boyt (n) ‘thumb’. Textual illustrations for Larabat xül in the meaning “swelling in the 
body’ can be found in a proverb (L. Harut'yunyan 1991: 2117: Janen ‘in the body’), 

and in a phrase (225'*: angucuma ‘in the ear’). The meaning ‘a swelling on a tree’ 
(see above) is represented in another phrase: kalne xul ‘stubborn’ (231-7), with kaine 
‘oak’ (unless one sees here xul *dumb"). 
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A meaning 'asperity, roughness of surface, a rugged swelling' or the like seems to 
unite the semantics of the Goris and Larabat forms with the literary testimony of 
Anania Sirakac‘i (see above). Note also Lori xilt“ ‘rough, gland/tumour-like 
substance in wood' (q.v.). 

eETYM Petersson (1916: 277) compares Arm. xoyl with Russ. sulo, šuljá ‘testicle’, 

pl. šuljáta ‘testicles’, Byel. suljaty ‘id.’, etc. (see also Vasmer s.v., considering all the 
etymologies of this Russian, etc. words uncertain). This etymology is recorded in 
Pokorny 1959: 588. It is possible that Arm. xoy/ had a meaning ‘testicle’ as well, see 
s.v. xol-orj ‘orchis’. If the connection is accepted, one may assume an Armeno- 
Slavic correspondence perhaps of non-IE origin. The Armenian word formally 
requires *K'eul- (or *k'o/uli-, cf. ayl vs. Lat. alius) or the like. 

Aéaryan (HAB 2: 391b) suggests a connection with Gr. dn, Att. Kady f. 
‘tumour; rupture, hernia’, OIc. haull m., OHG hola f. ‘groin rupture’, Russ. kilá 
‘id.’, also *knag on a tree’, Lith. küla ‘thickening, swelling, knag', etc. (on this 
etymon, see Pokorny 1959: 536-537; Chantraine 1968-80: 524-525; on Lat. cülus 
‘arse’, Olr. cul ‘back’, etc. from *kuHlo-, see Schrijver 1991: 232; 1995: 193). 

This latter etymology is accepted by Jahukyan (1987: 131, 174, 255), who points 
out that this correspondence, despite the problematic vocalism, is obvious. He also 
adds xil-t‘ ‘a swelling on a tree’ (see s.v. for other references). The cognate forms 
probably derive from IE *k(e)h;u-l-eh;-. The Armenian form may go back to a zero- 
grade feminine *kh;ul-ieh;- > PArm. *k'ul-ia- (for *kH > Arm. x, see 2.1.18.1) > 
*xuyl (cf. ayl vs. Lat. alius), graphically = xoyl. 

In Bzskaran jioy (13" cent.) one also finds xoyl ‘army’, which has been treated as 
an Arabic loanword (C‘ugaszyan 1980: 44-5, 200; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 347a). One 
may wonder whether this word is related with our xoy/ ‘swelling, tumour, gland, 
spheric spot’; for the semantics cf. Arm. gund 'sphere, ball’ vs. gund ‘group, army? 
(for a discussion of these two homonymous words of Iranian origin, see HAB 1: 
593-595), and Larabat pül ‘ball of dough’ from. boy! ‘group’ (see Davt‘yan 1966: 
329). If this is true, the IE etymology of xoy/ must be given up. 

The derivation from IE *skuli- with Swedish skyl ‘haycock’ (Mann 1963: 132) is 
untenable. 

The relationship with x/urd ‘mole’, ‘tumour, ulcer’ (on which see HAB 2: 374) is 
unclear. 


xonj, ‘tired, exhausted’, xonjim ‘to be tired’ (Bible+), xonj ‘tiredness, fatigue’ 
(Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i), xonj-an-k* ‘id.’ (Grigor Magistros), etc. 
eDIAL The verb has been preserved in Arabkir, Xarberd, Manisa xonjenal, 
Tigranakert xonjenál [HAB 2: 394a; Haneyan 1978: 188a]. Next to xonjenal, Dersim 
also has xonjel (verb) and xonj. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 2: 394a. Considered to be of unknown 
origin [Olsen 1999: 963]. 

One wonders whether xonj; ‘tired, exhausted’ can be derived from xonj; ‘low, 
down’ (q.v.). For the semantic development, see s.v. nk't'em ‘to starve, faint from 
hunger’. 

Karst (1911: 425) compares xonj with yogn- ‘to be tired’ (q.v.). This is possible if 
one assumes a non-IE source such as *//xog"n-. From here: (1) *xog"n- > *xong-yV- 
(with metathesis) > xonj, (2) *y-(h/x)og-Vn- > y-ogn, pl. y-og-un-k‘. 
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xonj; ‘low, down’ (attested only in Eusebius of Caesarea), ‘inside’ (only in “Arjein 
bararan”, 1865, without textual evidence). 
eDIAL No dialectal evidence in HAB 2: 394a. 

According to Davt'yan (1966: 375), Larabat, Hadrut‘, Salax xonj/c -o-xarav 
‘roasting inside’ is composed as xonc ‘inside’ + -a- + xorov ‘roast’. This is 
attractive, but risky. The first component may rather be identified with xanj- ‘to 
scorch, singe' (q.v.). Although, according to HAB (2: 328-331), the root xanj- 
displays literary and dialectal (amongst others, also in the Larabal-area and the 
surroundings) forms only with (or derivable to) -j-, one does find -j- forms in the 
Larabat area, cf. Hadrut‘ xanjar-d-vaet ‘smell of roasting/barbecue', with vaet < hot 
‘smell’ as the second member [A. Potosyan 1965: 69; Davt‘yan 1966: 370], Larabat 
*xnjr-n-a-vet ‘id.’, *xnj-p 'ut'ut' ‘strong burning’ [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 342b]. 

In DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1063b, one finds dial. xunc‘ “trunk of a tree’. In view of 
the semantic field of e.g. PIE *b'ud"no-: Gr. zudunv “bottom; base, foundation; 
depth; stock, root of a tree; stem, stalk’, Skt. budhna- m. “bottom, ground, depth; 
lowest part of anything (as the root of a tree, etc.)’, Pahl. bun “base, foundation, 
bottom’, Arm. (< Iran.) bun ‘trunk of a tree; shaft of a spear’ (see s.v. andund-k' 
‘abyss’; cf. also some Iranian forms referring the trunk of root of a tree 
[EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 187-189]), one may identify xunc‘ ‘trunk of a tree’ with 
xonj ‘low, down’. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 2: 394a. 

See s.v. xonj, ‘tired, exhausted’. 

Hardly related to xonarh ‘low, down; humble; miserable, poor’ (Bible+; 
widespread in the dialects), an Iranian loanword [Nyberg 1974: 101b; Jahukyan 
1987: 527; Olsen 1999: 885]. 


xort‘ o-stem, i-stem, u-stem ‘stepson, adulterine’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, Ephrem, John 
Chrysostom, etc.), *(adj.) counterfeit? (Dawit* Anyalt', Plato), ‘hard, rough, stony’ 
(in this meaning, also *xort-, see below). 

Evidence for declension: GDPI zort -o-c' in Movses Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913-1991: 
359-10); GDPI xort -i-c' in Severian of Gabala (see the attestation in NHB 2: 381c, 
s.v. yoray); GDSg xort A (“Naxadrut‘iwnk‘” Leviticus). 

The meaning ‘hard, rough, stony’, recorded only in “Arjern bararan", is 
corroborated by xort-a-bort-k' ‘hard, rough, stony places’ in Movses Xorenac‘i 3.55 
(191321991: 330-5 transl. Thomson 1978: 324): arsawel and xortaborts ew and 
vimut telis "rode into difficult and rocky parts". See below. 

Among derivatives: dtar-a-xort‘ ‘foreign/alien and step-’, in Elise (5" cent.), 
Ephrem, Sargis Snorhali Vardapet (12" cent.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the adjectival meaning ‘step-’. In Ararat 
and Larabat: xort'(-u)-p'ort' 'step-' [Aéafean 1913: 485-486; HAB 2: 408a; 
HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 361a]. Clear textual illustrations can be found in a fairy-tale 
recorded in Debed, a village in Lori, in 1978 (T‘. Geworgyan 1999: 45a, lines 15-16 
and 31), where xort -u-p 'ort' refers to ‘step-(sisters), not from the same mother or 
father". 

Marala xurt ‘aba'rt ‘rough’ [Aéarean 1926: 63-64, 400; HAB 2: 408a; Davt'yan 
1966: 376] is identical with xort-a-bort-k' ‘hard, rough, stony places’ (Movses 
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Xorenac‘i 3.55; see above). Thus, the compound *xort -bort' appears in the dialects 
in both meanings: ‘rough, stony’ and ‘step-’. 

I wonder if we can also add the following words: Mus, Xian xort‘ “young (man)’, 
Sasun xort‘ ‘a brave, valiant, heroic, heroic person’ (see Alarean 1913: 486a; in 
Petoyan 1954: 132; 1965: 486: Sasun xort “young’). This connection is in fact 
already suggested by Baldasaryan-T'ap'alc*yan (1958: 258b), who glosses ClArm. 
xort‘ by Mus xort‘ ‘orphan; courageous’. In Moks, we find ‘daring, courageous, 
valiant, violent’: xort 'camoMHsmuii, CMEIIBIM, ;epaskuit, xor/rtut‘in *Hacwme, 
6easakonne', xortut'nóv *nacunmbuo' [Orbeli 2002: 249]. A textual illustration: mek 
xort t'ák'üworam ‘ommu CHIBHBIÄ rape? (op. cit. 98-5, transl. 166). 
eSEMANTICS The dialectal meanings *orphan', ‘young (man)’ are remarkable. The 
basic semantics is ‘rough, stony, uncultivated, abandoned (place)’, from which two 
meanings are developed: ‘step-, alien’ and ‘hard, rough, violent’. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 2: 407b. 

Jahukyan (1967: 117) proposed a connection with Olc. skratti ‘Zauberer, Troll’, 
skrydda ‘alte Lederjacke’, Germ. *skrattaz 'Schrat, Waldteufel’, Lith. skriaudus 
*beleidigend, kränkend, klagend; reißend, fließend; rauh, steil’, etc., from PIE 
*(s)ker- ‘schrumpfen, runzeln, Schorf, Kruste, vertrocknet, mager’, which is 
uncertain. From the same root, he (op. cit. 146-147) also derives kord *unploughed 
(land, ground)’ (q.v.). In 1987: 317, Jahukyan rejects the comparison with Hitt. 
hartuwa- ‘generation’ in view of the semantic difference. 

Since the meaning ‘step-, alien’ derives from ‘hard, rough, etc.’, and Movses 
Xorenac‘i has xort‘ for the former and *xort- for the latter, one may explain xort‘ 
from *xor(t)-t'. See 2.1.22.13. 


xstor, i-stem: ISg xstor-i-w (Zgon/Afrahat); o-stem: ISg xstor-o-v (Nerses 
Lambronac‘i); attested also in Numbers 11.5 and Mxit‘ar GöS; later: sxtor, attested 
in Geoponica (13" cent.) and Galen [NHB 1: 988c; 2: 718b; Greppin 1985: 102] 
‘garlic’. 

In Numbers 11.5: zsox ew zsxtor : Ta Kkpouuva Kal TA okópóa. 
eDIAL The later form, namely sxtor, marked in NHB and HAB as ‘dialectal’, is 
widespread in the dialects, whereas the older form xstor is restricted to Aslanbek 
(extreme NW) and Larabat, Goris (extreme SE) [HAB 2: 428a]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (1908: 123b; HAB 2: 428a) connects Gr. oxóp(o)óov n. ‘garlic’ and 
Alb. hürdhe, also hudhér (Schriftsprache) f. ‘garlic’. As Aécaryan points out, the 
comparison with the Greek word seems to have been suggested already in NHB 1: 
988c; 2: 718b. According to Jahukyan (1987: 302), we may be dealing with 
common (probably independent) borrowings. 

Aéaryan’s etymology has largely remained unknown to the Indo-Europeanists, 
with a few exceptions (e.g. Mann 1963: 172). The Greek and Albanian forms are 
usually taken together, without a mention of the Armenian [Frisk 2: 738; Pokorny 
1959: 941; Demiraj 1997: 204-205]. Similarly, Beekes (2000: 21) states that the 
word only occurs in Greek and Albanian. 

Pokorny (ibid.) derives the Greek and Albanian *skor-d- from PIE *(s)ker- ‘to 
cut’, “nach den gespaltenen Wurzelknollen". The Armenian form is troublesome, 
however, and one agrees with Olsen (1999: 936) in that Arm. xstor/sxtor "cannot 


334 *xt-il- 


simply be derived from *ske/ord-, so we are probably faced with a cultural loan". 
This seems to be a word of Mediterranean origin. 

Aéaryan (ibid.; cf. also 2003: 422) reconstructs *skodoro- > *sxtor (if reliable, 
Alb. hudhér, too, points to this form) with subsequent metathesis to xstor and then 
back to sxtor. This cycling double-change is not economical and does not seem very 
probable. Nevertheless, it can be true. I propose the following scenario. 

First, Mediterranean *skodoro- or rather *sk'odoro- yielded PArm. *K's(o)doro- 
with a metathesis which is probably seen e.g. in another Mediterranean word, 
namely Arm. sunkn vs. Gr. ozóyyoc, etc. (q.v.). For the metathesis, cf. also *Setb-ik 
> Cilicia xsbig (see HAB s.v. Setb ‘knife-blade’). Then xstor became sxtor probably 
due to association with sox ‘onion’ (cf. the Biblical passage above; proverbs with 
sox : sxtor in e.g. Culartean 1880: 147; Canikean 1895: 265" ^: Lanalanyan 1960: 
21a, 144a; YuSMusLer 1970: 240; a folk-song sung by Mannik Hayrapet, Svazlyan 
1994: 143b; a Partizak jocular dancing song, Tér-Yakobean 1960: 360'*”; a 
superstition, Durean 1933: 149, etc.), but has been preserved in the opposite corners 
of the Armenian-speaking territory, namely Aslanbek and Larabat. 

Alternative: the form sxtor, albeit late and poorly attested, is present in the 
overwhelming majority of dialects and can be treated as archaic. In this case, the 
metathesis xs- > sx- has taken place independently in Aslanbek and Larabal. This 
solution , albeit economical, seems less probable. 

For a thorough discusion on Arm. xstor, see now Greppin 1998a. 


*xt-il- ‘to tickle; to excite’: xt-t-em (Ephrem), xt-i-t-em (Bible/Sirach 43.18/20, Eznik 
Kotbac‘i, Eusebius of Caesarea, etc.), xt#-t-k-im (Grigor Magistros), xt-t-t-em (Jacob 
of Nisibis/Afrahat, John Chrysostom, Ephrem, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i /9-10" 
cent./), xt-t-t-ot-em (Jacob of Nisibis/Afrahat), etc.; also deverbative nouns in -an-k‘ 
and -umn. The stem *xt(-t)-i/- is seen in a compound with akn ‘eye’, akn-a-xtit 
(Book of Chries, T‘ovmay Arcruni, Step‘anos Orbelean), and in the noun *xt(t)it, 
o-stem (ISg xtt-ov and xt-t-1-ov in Ephrem). 

The only Biblical attestation (Sirach 43.20) reads as follows: getec ‘kut‘iwn 
spitakut ‘ean nora xttté zac's : KaAAog AgvkoTnTog avt éxdavudoet Op@daAuos. 

The compound akn-a-xt-it and some dialectal forms (see below) point to a 7-less 
stem *xi/ut-. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 428b), Udi xitit ‘tickling’ is an Armenian loan. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Verbal: Ararat, Xarberd, Polis, Hacon *xt-xt-, 
Suc'ava xototel, Aslanbek, Sebastia *xt-ł-il. Nominal: Ararat xut-ut, T‘iflis Zur-ut, 
Mus, Ala&kert, Nor Naxijewan *xt-i(k), Samaxi łəd-əł, Larabat Hdi, lldik, Agulis 
Hdik [HAB 2: 428b]. Note also Salmast 7'di di and Polis gadagada (ibid.), which 
seem to be “tickling-interjections”, as I frequently hear in e.g. my native city 
Kirovakan (nowadays Vanajor): xatatata or fadatada. On Polis g-, see below. 

It is not always easy to determine whether the formations like *xtxt- represent 
reduplicated *xt-xt- or a t-formation *xti-t-. Still, there are forms that reliably point 
to a#Hless stem *xit- or *xut-. 

One wonders if Larabat, Agulis 7/di(k) can be explained as follows: *xtl-i > *xtl-i 
(cf. maraxl- vs. maraxul ‘fog’, etc.) > *xlt-i (late metathesis) > 7/d-i, through 
voicing, on which cf. *sil-ti(k) > Larabat, etc. sildi(k) (see s.v. šil ‘squint-eyed’). 
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Next to xədxədal, Polis also has gədəg ənel, which is reminiscent of Turk. 
gədəq-lamaq. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 2: 428b. 

Together with kt-}- ‘burning desire’ and katałim ‘to be furious’, Jahukyan (1967: 
140, 306) connects with Olc. hvata ‘anreizen, sich eilen’, etc. from ZE ed. The 
comparison with kt-ł- is possible, although that with katatim is highly improbable. 
More attractive is PGerm. *kit-I- ‘to to tickle’. For further discussion, see s.v. *kic- 
‘to bite’. 


xut‘, o-stem ‘impediment (under feet); reef? (Bible+); xoyt* ‘crocodile’ (Paterica). See 
also s.v. place-name Xoyt /Xut‘. 
eDIAL Larabat xüt‘ ‘hillock’ [HAB 2: 414b; Davt'yan 1966: 376]. The -ü- points to 
xoyt‘. 
@ETYM See s.v. xayt*. 


xuc‘, i-stem: GD xc -i, LocSg i xc -i, ISg (uncertain) xc -i-w ‘small chamber, cell’, 
attested in Paterica, Sargis Snorhali, etc. (for a philological discussion of uncertain 
attestations in a homily ascribed to Elise and in John Chrysostom, see HAB 2: 422b 
with references); xc“-ik, an-stem: GDSg xc 'k-an (P‘awstos Buzand /5" cent./, John 
Chrysostom), LocSg i xc k-an (Eh8é), AblSg i xc ‘k-an-é (Kirakos Erznkac‘i) vs. i 
xc 'k-e (Paterica) ‘small chamber, cell; hut’ 
eDIAL Sué'ava, Nor Naxijewan, Axalc‘xa, Ewdokia, Sebastia, Mu&, Zeyt‘un, Jula, 
etc. xuc ' ‘cell’. With r-epenthesis: Akn xurc 5 with an epenthetic nasal: Ozim, Sip‘an 
[HAB 2: 422-423], Hamšen xunc‘ [Ačatyan 1947: 234], Moks xunc‘, gen. xonc 2 
“kenba’ [Orbeli 2002: 250]. 

The main meaning is ‘cell, a small chamber in a church or in the yard of a 
church’. Also other meanings are found: Sip‘an xunc‘ ‘a part of a room for the 
young couple separated by a curtain’ [Amatuni 1912: 292a]; HamSen xunc ‘ ‘school’, 
etc. [HAB 2: 423; Aécaryan 1947: 234]. 
eETYM The connection with OHG hüs "house" Lat. cutis ‘skin’, cüria 'senate- 
house’, Gr. xeótco ‘to conceal’, etc. (Pátrubany 1902-03a: 163; Petersson 1916: 282- 
283; Pokorny 1959: 951; Jahukyan 1967: 1186) is uncertain. The explanation of 
Mann (1963: 84; cf. Jahukyan 1967: 17357, 2167; 1982: 217,5) assuming *-tVs > *-ts 
> Arm. -c ‘is improbable, see -T(i) (2.3.1). 

The Germanic word for ‘house’ has been compared with Yeniseian qus ‘tent, 
house’ (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 742,, 939 = 1995, 1: 6455, 832 with ref.). 
Arm. xuc‘ might be related with Germ. *hüs if one posits a QIE *kut-s- of 
substratum origin. Jahukyan (1980, 1: 117) hesitantly posits *K'u-sk-. Olsen (1999: 
811) derives xuc' from Sall ıtiah>-, cf. Germ. Hütte. However, *-ti- would give 
Arm. -C‘- rather than -c - (see 2.1.22.1). 

More probably, however, Arm. xuc' is a Semitic loanword, cf. Assyr. hussu 
‘hedge; an additional part of a building’, Hebr. xūş ‘das Draussen, Strasse, Gasse, 
was ausserhalb der Stadt liegt’, Arab. xuss ‘hut made of reeds’, etc. (Acaryan 1935a; 
HAB 2: 422-423; Jahukyan 1967: 329; 1987: 192, 462). D'jakonov (1981: 61, 75) 
assumes an Aramaic rather than Akkadian origin, cf. Aram. hüs- ‘hut, cell’. 
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*cat- ‘flower, blossom’ (see on the dialects); catik, an-stem: GDSg catk-an, NPI 
catk-un-k‘, GDPI catk-a-n-c‘ in Agat'angelos §§ 643, 645 (1909=1980: 329-330), 
etc.; a-stem: AblSg i catk-é and IPI catk-a-w-k‘ in the Bible, etc.; o-stem: GDPI 
catk-o-c‘ in Cyril of Alexandria ‘flower, bloom’. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 2: 438-439]. In Nor Naxijewan, Crimea: ‘ash’ 
[Amatuni 1912: 301a]; already in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1063b, glossed as the word 
for moxir ‘ash’ among the Armenians of K'erson. The same meaning is also present 
in Zeyt'un [Acarean 1913: 504b, 505b; 2003: 316]. 

Larabat catk‘, caxk' ‘the blossoming of fruit-trees’ is interpreted by Davt'yan 
(1966: 380) as *cat-k‘. Compare Metri caxk ‘blossom (only of a tree)’ (see Alayan 
1954: 304). Alayan (ibid.) derives this word from *cat-k‘ not specifying the root 
*cał. This might be an important evidence for the root *cat- ‘to blossom’, unless it is 
a back-formation after cax/tkel < catkel (*catik-el) ‘to blossom’, thus *cax(k)-k‘. 

Further possible traces for the root *cat-. Goris xanjati/xanjata, Larabat xanjata 
‘snowdrop’ is derived from jn-catik ‘id.’, lit. ‘snow-flower’, through c- > x by 
assimilatory inluence of 7 [Margaryan 1973: 133-134]. (I prefer positing a 
simultaneous process of assimilation and dissimilation; see 2.1.25). The older, 
non-assimilative form is seen in Goris c 'anjali ‘snowdrop’ [Margaryan 1975: 487a]. 
Margaryan (1973: 133-134) assumes a loss of the final -k, and a vocalic change -i > 
-a, which (especially the latter) are uncertain. 

Mus atberanc‘ calu ‘a flower’, literally: ‘flower of the brothers’ [Amatuni 1912: 
20a]. 
eETYM NHB (1: 1003c, 1015c) suggested a connection between catik ‘flower’ and 
catr, cicat ‘laughter’. In NHB 1: 1001c (s.v. catik ‘flower’) we read: orpes t'e 
cicalik; orpes vardn yayl lezus € ibr catrik : “as cicalik (dimin. of cicat ‘laughter’); 
as the rose in other languages is cafr-ik (dimin. of ca?r “laughter’)”. 

Petersson (1916: 289-290), too, argued for the connection of cat-ik ‘flower’ with 
*cal- ‘laugh’ (see s.v. cair “laughter’) by comparing the Hesychius gloss yeAeiv: 
Aáunelv, aviv : ‘shine’, ‘bloom’; see also Pokorny 1959: 366; Jahukyan 1967: 160 
(in 210, an alternative connection with dalar ‘green, fresh’, etc., which is 
gratuitous); 1982: 56; 1987: 125, 167; Clackson 1994: 128; Olsen 1999: 459. 


calr, GSg cat-u (later also cater and cafr-u) ‘laugh, laughter; joke, mockery’ (Bible+); 

catrem (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movses Xorenac‘i), catr anem (Bible+) ‘to deride, mock, 
ridicule, laugh at; to joke’. 

See also s.vv. cafracu ‘mime, buffoon; mocking (words) and ci-ca? ‘laughter’. 

The compound k‘m-catrel ‘to smirk, simper’, attested in Smbat Sparapet 
[MijHayBat 2, 1992: 445b] and “Vark‘ Ilarioni”, contains k‘im-k‘ ‘palate’ as the 
first member and actually means ‘to smile/laugh in the palate, under the nose’; cf. 
k'm-cical ‘smirk, simper’ in ModArm. [HAB 4: 579b] and dialectal forms below. 
Compare k‘m-a-cril ‘to smile, simper’, with cř- ‘to curve’, found in Turkish- 
Armenian dictionary (ca. 1720 AD) by Ela Muselyan Karnec'i (Karin/Xotorjur), 
and k'm-ci-el ‘to grimace mockingly’ in the dialect of Manisa [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 
4277 173]. 
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In Arak‘el Siwnec‘i (14-15" cent.) one finds the compound with a reversed order 
of the components: 3pl.pres. catr-a-k‘am-in (see Poturean 1914: 235), This 
form is present in the dialect of Moks; see below. 

*k*mk*-a-cicat : In a fairy-tale from Larabat recorded by Arak'el Bahat‘ryan in 
1860 (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 80-95, k'mk‘ocicat refers to a smile with opening of the 
teeth. Further, of a woman who tries to seduce: xuselis tein el k'amk ‘acecat talav : 
“and smiling while speaking" (rec. by M. Mxit'aryan in 1961; see HZHek* 6, 1973: 
192775. 
eDIAL While cicat(-) is dialectally ubiquitous (see s.v.), cafr is recorded in several 
dialects only: Van-group [Aéaryan 1952: 267; M. Muradyan 1962: 198a], Mus, 
Alaskert, Ararat, Axalc'xa [HAB 2: 440a]. In Larabal, etc. found in the compound 
catr-a-tel ‘an object of derision, mockery’ (Larabal, Lazax, Ararat), with te ‘place, 
spot’ as the second member [Aécarean 1913: 505b]. Independently: Larabat catar 
‘mockery’ [Davt‘yan 1966: 380], Goris catre [Margaryan 1975: 334a]. 

In DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1063b, one finds a bird-name catrik haw (“bird catr-ik”, 
dimin. of car), glossed as azg cayi “a kind of mew-gull”, and by Turk. /mart i, 
mart‘a gusu/. On /mart‘i/ ‘mouette’, see HAB 3: 372a, s.v. mrtimn. Aéatyan 
(1913: 505b) has exactly the same: *cafrik haw “a kind of mew, /mart'i/^, but 
specifying the dialect: Mus. In HAB 2: 440a he translates it as ‘martin-pêcheur’, i.e. 
‘halcyon, kingfisher’. 

For the above-mentioned 4 ‘m-catrel ‘to smirk, simper’ and ModArm. k ‘m-cicai 
‘smirk, simper, ironical smile’ note the following forms: Ararat and Larabat 
*k‘mcicat, *k'mk'acica! [Amatuni 1912: 675a], Goris k‘amk‘acicd? [Margaryan 
1975: 371b]; Mus k’njltal = Axalk'alak', Axalc'xa, Alek'sandrapol (Leninakan/ 
Gyumri), Širak k‘amac‘axtal < *k'm-cical-ot- ‘to smirk, smile ironically’ [HAB 2: 
456a; 4: 580a]. 

The opposite, namely caitr-a-k‘am- (Afak‘el Siwnec‘i; see above), is present in 
Moks: cäträk”ämo® ‘ympiOKa, HacMmenıka’, cälräk”amil, aor. cälräk”m-äv 
“yııpı6aTbca’ (see M. Muradyan 1982: 137; Orbeli 2002: 252). 

See also s.v. catracu. 
eETYM Since Brosset, connected with Gr. yeAác ‘to laugh’, y£Acc m. ‘laughter’, 
yéAacua. ‘laughing’, yedaotdc ‘laughable’, yoArfvi f. ‘stillness of the sea’, yaAnvos 
‘still’, etc., and with Arm. ci-cat ‘laughter’ [Hübschmann 1897: 455; HAB 2: 
439-440; Jahukyan 1982: 120; 1987: 125]. 

One may reconstruct an animate s-stem for Greek and Armenian: NSg *gelh>-ös 
(cf. Gr. yéAcc ml, GSg *glh>-s-0s (cf. Gr. *yeAac-); see Klingenschmitt 1982: 147; 
Kortlandt 1996a — 2003: 117-119; Olsen 1999: 169; Beekes 2003: 193-194; cf. also 
Pokorny 1959: 366; Frisk 1: 295; Francis (unpublished thesis) 1970: 181, as cited in 
Clackson 1994: 129. The original PArm. paradigm can be reconstructed as follows: 
NSg *cél-u, obl. *cal-ah-. Arm. *calu- must have generalized the vocalism of the 
oblique stem. 

Alternatively, one posits an old u-stem with NSg "-ou(s). For an extensive 
philological and etymological discussion I refer to de Lamberterie 1978: 269-276; 
Clackson 1994: 126-132; Meissner 2006: 134-136. 


© The final -ő of mart id in Amatuni 1912: 301a referring to NHB must be a misprint. 
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Gr. yaAnvn ‘calm’ and yAyvy ‘eyeball’, perhaps also yeA&c ‘to shine’ as in Iliad 
19.362-3, may point to an original root meaning ‘shine’; for the semantic connection 
between ‘shine’ and ‘laugh’ cf. Latin verb renideo ‘shine’ : ‘laugh’, and Engl. beam 
[Clackson 1994: 131]. Here we may be dealing with a synaesthetic transfer from the 
visual perception to the aspect of hearing or mood (cf. Arutjunjan 1983: 290; the 
appurtenance of some cognates mentioned here is uncertain). 

The root *cat- is seen in całel ‘to deride, laugh at’ (HHB), cat-k-u ‘buffoon’ 
(John Chrysostom), cat-bast *laughable', if these forms are reliable, as well as in 
ci-cal ‘laughter’ (q.v.) [HAB 2: 439a]. NHB (1: 1001c, 1003c, 1015c) suggested a 
connection between not only całr and cical, but also with catik ‘flower’ and ja! 
‘derision, mockery’ (see s.vv.). For a possible dialectal evidence for the root *cat- 
‘to blossom’, see s.v. catik. 


calracu ‘mime, buffoon’; dial. ‘mystery, riddle’ (John Chrysostom+). In expressions 
like catracu bank‘, the word seems to have adjectival meaning ‘mocking (words)’; 
cf. katak ‘play, ridicule, joke’, which in P‘awstos Buzand 3.19 refers to ‘buffoon’ 
(see Garsoian 1989: 94); see also s.v. Sisat. 
@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 2: 440a. 

In a fairy-tale recorded by V. Bdoyan in the village of Olfaberd (in Kotayk‘) in 
1945 (see HZHek‘ 1, 1959: 561-571), where the king wants to find out why the fish 
laughed, cafracu is found several times referring to the mystery/riddle of the 
laughing fish: the king says: Ari es jkan catracun xan “Come (and) solve (literally: 
take out) the cafracu of this fish!" (567-5); t‘o# gan, jkan catracun xanen “let them 
come (and) solve the catracu of the fish” (567-9); jkan catracun dus beri “(that he) 
solves (literally: takes out) the catracu of the fish” (568'’); es kpatmem jkan 
catracun “I will tell you the cafracu of the fish” (569''°); et jkan catracun jer k'asa 
“give up the cafracu of that fish" (5695. The meaning of the word can be, then, 
‘mystery, riddle’ or ‘riddle-solution’ or ‘(the reason of the) laughter’. 
eETYM Composed as car ‘laughter; ridicule, mockery’ + -ac- ‘to bring’ + -u, thus: 
‘laughter/ridicule bringing person or words’. For the structure and semantics, cf. 
*ar-ark-ay/u ‘subject, argument’. For the semantic development ‘joke, ridicule’ : 
‘riddle’ cf. dial. *han-ak. 


*can- ‘to know, be acquainted’: caus. can-uc‘-anem (Bible*), canawt*, i-stem 
‘known person, acquaintance, relative; known, acquainted, aware’ (Bible+), ‘pupil’ 
(Philo); canac'em (< *canac‘em), aor. caneay, imper. canir ‘to know, be 
acquainted, aware’, q.v. 

For Biblical references, see Astuacaturean 1895: 722c, 940-942; Olsen 1999: 
98207. 
eDIAL The verb canac'em (q.v.) is dialectally ubiquitous, whereas canawt‘ is 
recorded only in Marata. In this dialect, the synonyms cananc' and canot' 
‘acquainted’ make a contrastive pair: Cananc‘ ‘acquainted (with a Turk)’ vs. canot' 
‘acquainted (with an Armenian) [Aéarean 1926: 410; HAB 3: 182b]. Acéaryan 
(HAB 3: 182b) points out that this distinction is also present in the local Turkish. 
eETYM PIE *Snh;-sk-ie- > *canac'em > canac'em (see Meillet: 1936: 109; Clackson 
1994: 40); on canawt‘ cf. 2.1.22.12. 

Possible traces of the meaning ‘sign, omen’ (cf. Russ. znak ‘sign’, etc.): 
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ciacan, a-stem ‘rainbow’ (Bible+), if from *ti-a-can ‘divine sign’ (see s.v.); 

can-ak(-) ‘disgrace’ (Bible+; dialect of Alaskert), probably from *can- ‘sign, 
spot’; for the semantics cf. xayt ‘spotted’ : xayt-arak ‘disgrace’, nis ‘sign, spot’ : 
nsawak ‘disgrace’. 


canak- 
See s.v. *can- ‘to know, be acquainted’. 


cer, o-stem ‘old man; old’ (Bible+), cer-un (Book of Chries), ceron (Philo) ‘old’, 
cer-uni (ea-stem) ‘old’ (Bible+), cer-anam ‘to become old’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 452b]. 
eETYM Since Klaproth, Brosset and NHB, connected with Gr. yepwv ‘old man’, etc., 
from *gerH-, cf. Skt. jar ‘to age, grow old’, járant- ‘old’, YAv. zar- ‘id.’, Oss. 
zeerond ‘old’ [Hübschmann 1897: 452; HAB 2: 457-458; EWAia 1, 1992: 577-578; 
Cheung 2002: 254-255; 2007: 469-470]. For cer-un : Gr. yépov cf. *ark'un ` Gr. 
ápyov (see s.v. ark ‘ay ‘king’). 


ciacan, a-stem: GDSg ciacan-i (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Philo apud NHB 1: 338c s.v. 
Aramazday göti), ISg ciacan-a-w (Cyril of Alexandria) ‘rainbow’. 

The oldest attestation is found in Revelation 10.1 (rendering Gr. ipic). 

The well-known passage from Genesis 9.13 reads (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 184): 
Zatein im edic‘ yamps ew elic'i i nsanak yawitenakan uxtin and is ew and amenayn 
erkir “I shall place my bow in the clouds, and it shall be a sign of the eternal 
covenant between me and the earth”. Here, Arm. ateln ‘bow’ (rendering Gr. togov) 
stands for the rainbow which is to serve as a divine sign, nsanak ‘sign’ (rendering 
Gr. onusiov ‘sign, mark’). Remarkably, both afefn and nsanak came to denote the 
rainbow in Armenian dialects. For the former cf. *ateln-ak ‘rainbow’ (see s.v. atein 
*bow"); as for the latter, note Akn nsanak ‘rainbow’ [HAB 3: 461a; Gabikean 1952: 
425]. See also Andranik 1900: 170 (Dersim); Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 193 (Sirak); G. 
Hakobyan 1974: 276 (Nerk‘in Basen); Gyozalyan, 2001: 227 (Musa Let). 

Quoting this passage, T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent.) adds (V. Vardanyan 1985: 
321, transl. Thomson 1985: 81): or e ciacand, zor omank‘ hur mekneal yampoy 
asac 'in, ew ordik‘ tarrapastic'n — göti Aramazday “which is the rainbow (ciacan). 
Some say that it is fire emerging from cloud, and those who worship the elements 
(say 1t is) the belt of Aramazd". Aramazday goti 1s attested in Philo (apud NHB 1: 
338c; see also Thomson 1985: 813). 

In Efimérté, ciacan ‘rainbow’ is put in contrast with ciacand ‘atmospheric 
phenomenon', the latter being mentioned 13 times [HAB 2: 454b]. The final -d is 
perhaps due to misinterpretation of a usage with the article -d as in the passage from 
T‘ovmay Arcruni (see above); cf. also ciacan-d in Hin bark‘ apud NHB 1: 1015b, 
and especially ISg ciacanaw-d (Cyril of Alexandria, ibid.). 
eETYM Considered to be a word of unknown origin; see HAB 2: 454b; Jahukyan 
1990: 71 (sem. field 1); Olsen 1999: 943. Olsen (1999: 299) lists ciacan among 
nouns in -an with an obscure etymological background. 

On the strength of Armenian dialectal designations of the rainbow such as 
*Mary's belt’, ‘St. Karapet’s belt’, *Rain's Bride’, *Covean ‘lightning/thunder 
Goddess of the celestial Purple Sea’, *Orot-ik ‘little Thunder’, etc. (Haneyan 2001), 
as well as the above-mentioned goti Aramazday ‘the belt of Aramazd’ in Philo and 
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T'ovmay Arcruni, I propose to interpret ciacan ‘rainbow’ as *Ti(w) ‘Sky-god, 
Thunder-god’ (from PIE *dieus) + the conjunction -a- + *can- **sign, omen', thus: 
*the sign of the Sky/Thunder-god'. For this meaning of *can- cf. Russ. znak 'sign', 
etc., from the same PIE verbal root; another possible trace is can-ak(-) ‘disgrace’, 
see *can- ‘to know’. That the rainbow has been regarded as an omen is not 
surprising, compare dial. nsanak and the Biblical passage above. 

The initial c- instead of t- may be due to assimilation t...c > c...c, cf. taracem ‘to 
spread, stretch’ > Van crnjel ‘to spread a news’, with assimilation t...c > c...c, 
epenthetic nasal and the voicing -nc- > -nj- (see Aécarean 1952: 61, 86, 294). If 
*cirani-goti ‘rainbow’ (lit. ‘purple belt’, see 2.1.26.3) is old, it may have supported 
the development *ti-a- > ci-a-. 


cic ‘bosom’ (Geoponica, etc.), cuc ‘substance to be sucked’ (Bible+), dial. ‘marrow’, 
ccem ‘to suck’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL cic and ccem are widespread in the dialects; cuc — in the meaning ‘marrow’ 
[HAB 2: 472a]. 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 471b), a Caucasian borrowing; cf. Georg. 
juju ‘teat’, etc. See, however, s.v. tit ‘teat’. Note also Hurr. zizzi ‘mamma, female 
breast’, zizz-u/ohha, zuzz-u/ohha ‘spouted jar’, Chechen cuz-am ‘spout’, etc. (see 
Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 44); Akkad. zizu, dida (Jahukyan 1980, 2: 102; 1987: 
448). 


*cical ‘laughter’ (in the dialects, see below); cicatim ‘to laugh’ (Bible+). 

The noun cicat is practically unattested in the literature. I only find it in Grigor 
Narekac‘i (10-11” cent), in the alliterative play with cov ‘sea’ and cawal 
"spreading" [K‘yoskeryan 1981]: jur manuacoy cicat cawal (699); cawal cov cicat 
(114). 
eDIAL According to Aécaryan (HAB 2: 456a), the verb cicatim is dialectally 
ubiquitous, whereas the noun cicat is present in several dialects only. On k m-cica? 
*smirk, simper, ironical smile’ and comparable forms, as well as on synaesthesia, see 
s.v. całr ‘laughter, mockery’. 
eETYM On the etymology, see s.v. całr ‘laughter; mockery’. On the type of 
reduplication cf. Latv. paípala ’Wachtel’ from *pelpalo, etc. (see Meillet 1903b: 
217,; Klingenschmitt 1982: 147-148; Clackson 1994: 127-128). Note also aquatic 
bird-names of onomatopoeic nature such as Lith. gaigalas ’Enterich, Erpel’, Latv. 
gaigals *mew', etc., which are structurally (and etymologically?) comparable with 
Arm. ci-cat ‘laughter’ (cf. Meller 1903b: 217;; Toporov, PrJaz 2, 1979: 188). Note 
also catrik haw ‘a kind of mew/gull' (see s.v. cat-r ‘laughter’). For another 
bird-name of the same type of reduplication cf. Arm. ci-ce/arn ‘swallow’ (q.v.). 

As we have seen, the noun cicat is practically unattested in the literature and is 
present in several dialects only (note also that cica? is represented in NHB 1: 1015b 
as a dialectal [Famkoren] word), whereas the verb cicatim is widely attested since 
the oldest period of the classical literature (e.g., 25x in the Bible; see Astuacaturean 
1895: 733-734) and is dialectally ubiquitous. However, the reduplication of the type 
Ci-Ce/aR is found mostly with nouns (see 2.3.2), and one would rather expect cicat 
to be original. This seems to be corroborated by the fact that the noun cica? is 
represented in the Northern (ka-class: Suc‘ava, Nor Naxijewan, Axalc'xa; um-class: 
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T‘iflis), Eastern (um-class: Ararat, Larabal, Samaxi, Agulis, Juta), and 
South-Western (ka-class: Hacon) peripheries and should be treated as an archaism. 

On the other hand, one may think of a reduplicated present *gi-g/H-, see s.v.v. 
ampem ‘to drink’, nist ‘seat’. Alternative: cicat is an onomatopoeic word, cf. Megr. 
3ic-, Laz 3ic-, etc. ‘to laugh’ (on which see Klimov 1998: 268). 


cicarn ‘swallow’. For attestations, see Greppin 1978: 180-182. 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 456-457]. 

Perhaps also *cicVinik. Note cictnik, in a children song rhyming with ¢ ‘it nik 
‘butterfly’; see R. Grigoryan 1970: 165"; cf. 163N® (¢ ‘it ‘ernik — cicernik; from 
Mus). The form with -+ can be due to rhyming influence of tit ‘tnik (on which, see 
s.v. t'it'er/In). No independent evidence is known to me. Note, however, MidArm. 
cini ‘a kind of sea-bird resemblig swallow: alcyon’ (Norayr 41a apud HAB 2: 463b), 
of which no evidence and etymology is known to me. It may reflect *c(i)cini. 
eETYM Usually connected with Gr. yjpuc¢ f. “voice, speech’, etc. For the type of 
reduplication (*goi-gar-n-), see AcarLiak 3, 1957: 91, with parallels. Note cicrunk* 
‘twittering of swallows’, with c : č [Jahukyan 1967: 307]. Greppin (1978:182) notes 
that Solta (1960: 164-165) considers the reduplication pattern as typically IE but can 
offer no other example of IE origin in Armenian. Nevertheless, the pattern does exist 
in PArm., cf. t'it'ern ‘butterfly’ (note cicern ‘swallow’ vs. cicarn), cicat ‘laughter’ 
(q.v.) and perhaps dial. *titrak from ‘turtle-dove’. Elsewhere, Greppin (1981b: 6-7) 
is positive on the example of sisern ‘chickpea’ vs. Lat. cicer, etc. Here (p. 5) he 
notes that *goi-gar-n- is possible, “though it smacks root etymology”. Against the 
etymology he (ibid.) also argues that “swallows are perhaps not best known for their 
lung power". One may disagree with this. 

Note cicrunk* ‘twittering of swallows’, with c : č [Jahukyan 1967: 307]. 


cil, verbal clem (Geoponica, etc.), cif, o-stem, i-stem (Step'anos Tarönec‘i / 10-11® 
cent./) ‘sprout, bud, haulm’, cf-awt, i-stem, u-stem ‘haulm’ (Dawit‘ Anyalt‘, etc.), 
ciwt (in Elise, as a reading variant, and with uncertain meaning), anc/jiwt ‘blossom, 
sprout’, anci(w)tem, etc. ‘to germinate’ (Bible+). 

In Eli&é 2 (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 104^ ModArm. transl. 105; Engl. transl. 
Thomson 1982: 104) : ciwk' (vars. ciwlk', ciwrk', civk‘, cirtk^) ew k'akork' i krak mi 
ekesc'en : “Excrement and dung shall not be thrown into fire". The word ciw ‘dung’ 
is also found in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (ciw * c'an, see Amalyan 1975: 152" 5^) and is 
considered a loan from Georg. c iva ‘dried dung’ [HAB 2: 461a]. But the alternative 
reading ciw? found in the passage from Eli$e is taken as an independent word 
meaning ‘brushwood’ [HAB 2: 455a]. The existence of the form may be cor- 
roborated by Juta cul ‘a piece of straw’ (as Aéatyan stresses in HAB 2: 455b), and, 
if related, by an-c/jiwt ‘blossom, sprout’ and ciw? ‘branch’. Further, in the following 
entry of the same Bargirk* hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 152" 56) one finds ciwt ` xot kam 
Cel “grass or branch". 
eETYM IE proposals are not convincing (see HAB s.v.). On possibly related 
Caucasian forms, see Jahukyan 1987: 597, 611 (with hesitation). 

On the ending of clawt, see Olsen 1999: 93-94. 
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*cin-: cnanim, 3sg.aor. cn-aw ‘to give birth, procreate; to be born’ (Bible+); cin, 
i-stem ‘birth, origin; base; womb; spot, sign’ (Bible+): IPl cn-i-w-k‘ in Movses 
Xorenac‘i 1.12 (see below); in Bible: AblSg i cn-é [Astuacaturean 1895: 734a; 
Olsen 1999: 99599]; cnot or cnawt, a-stem ‘parent’ (Bible+); cn-und, o-stem, also 
cnnd-ean ‘birth, origin, generation’ (Bible+); -cin as the second member of 
numerous compounds. 

In the meaning ‘base’, cin (IPI cn-i-w-k‘) is attested in Movses Xorenac‘i 1.12 
(1913=1991: 397; transl. Thomson 1978: 89): ar sahmanök‘ noc ‘a, cniwk‘ lerambk' 
ew ezerök‘ dastin : “At the borders by the base of the mountains and edges of the 
plain”. 

ant/d-o-cin, a-stem (later also o-stem) ‘a slave that is born in the house of his 
master’ (rendering Gr. oixoyevijc); see s.v. 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects: *cnil (without a trace of -an-). The 
transition *cnanim > *cnim can hardly have been motivated by syncope of -a- 
because: (1) there are no Western forms with geminated -nn- (cf. spananem ‘to kill’ 
> *spannel, klanem ‘to swallow’ > *klnel > *kllel, etc.); (2) at least some of the 
Eastern dialects might have preserved the internal -a-; e.g. in ankanim ‘to fall’ most 
of the dialects have the syncopated form *anknil, but some Eastern dialects have 
preserved the -an-, cf. Metri nanil [Alayan 1954: 262a], Ares anganel [Lusenc‘ 
1982197a], Juta anganel [1940: 353a], Agulis (h)ang’änil [Aéarean 1935: 335; HAB 
1: 199b]. 

In ClArm., cnanim has both transitive and intransitive meanings; 3sg.aor. cnaw 
means, thus, ‘he was born’ or ‘he gave birth’ (see AcarLiak 4b, 1961: 315); cf. e.g. 
Polis jnil which has both transitive and intransitive meanings [Aéaryan 1941: 220] 
whereas e.g. in uła we see a formal distinction: trans. cnel (aor. cn-ec i) vs. 
intransitive cn-v-el (aor. cn-v-ec -i) [Aéarean 1940: 367b]. 

The noun cin is found in several meanings: ‘birth of each year started with the 
fourth (of cow)’ (Karin, Bulanox, Alaskert, Van, Ararat, etc.), ‘four-year-old cow or 
bullock’ (Karin), ‘womb of a cow’ (Larabat), ‘birth-mark’ (Alaskert, Van), ‘a kind 
of spotted wound’ (Van), ‘time for giving birth (of cow)’ (Nor Naxijewan), ‘age of 
cattle’ (Larabat) [HAB 2: 458a; Amatuni 1912: 308a], ‘skin enclosing the foetus, 
afterbirth (of animals)’ (Ararat) [Amatuni 1912: 308a; Ananyan 1984: 457", 
Chapter 3.16]. 
eETYM Since NHB (1: 1016b), linked with Skt. jan- ‘to be born; to produce, create’ 
(spelled in NHB as can-), Gr. yéveoic, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 456; HAB 2: 
457-458. The noun cin is usually derived from PIE *genh os, s-stem neuter ‘birth, 
origin, race’: Gr. yévoc, Lat. genus, Skt. janas- (see Meillet 1936: 41; Pokorny 1959: 
375; Schmitt 1981: 49; Jahukyan 1982: 35, 56; 1987: 125; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
192b; Beekes 2003: 167, 175, 192; Meissner 2006: 45, 54). If this is true, the i-stem 
of Arm. cin instead of the expected o-stem must be treated as secondary, unless one 
assumes a derivation from *genh/-ti-, cf. Gr. yéveoic (for a discussion, see Jahukyan 
1982: 127; Matzinger 2005: 48-49; Olsen 1999: 99-100). Alternatively, Olsen ibid. 
assumes an influence of a compositional i-stem, cf. mi-a-cin = Gr. uovoyevng. 
However, miacin is an a-stem: GDSg miacn-i (Bible), ISg miacn-a-w (John 
Chrysostom, Yovhannés Ojnec‘i); cf. also ant/docin (see above, and s.v.). 
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Arm. cnawt ‘parent’ is usually derived from *genh)-tlo- (Jahukyan 1987: 125, 
240; Matzinger 1997: 11). The word is an a-stem, however, and presupposes 
*édenh;-tl-eh;-. In this case, it may have originally been feminine referring to 
‘mother’. As to the variation -aw and ot it has been noticed that, in our oldest 
texts, agent nouns have -awf, and adjectives show -oł (see Weitenberg 1996: 95, 
with lit.). Jahukyan ibid. points out that the variants -aw? and -oł may be due to early 
monophthongization of -aw- or a conflation of *-atlo- > -awł and *olo- (cf. Gr. 
-oAnjc). 


cung-k* (pl.), a-stem (Bible+); later o-stem: IP] cnk-ov-k‘ twice in Grigor Narekac‘i, 
10-11" cent. (in his famous “Matean”: 14.2 [1985: 297'”']); uninflected cunr 
(Bible+; later also cundr); dial. also cungn (GSg cngan), seen in late attested 
compounds as well (HAB 2: 472b; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 370a); MidArm. and dial. 
pl. (< dual) en(k)vi ‘knee’. 

Spelled also as cunk-k‘. It is hard to determine which of the two (cung- or cunk-) 
is the original spelling (see Meillet 1903: 147). According to the Bible Concordance 
(Astuacaturean 1895: 742ab), the attested forms mainly display the following 
distribution: NPI cunk-k‘, API cunk-s : GDPI cng-a-c‘. In this case, cung- is the 
original form, and the devoicing of -g- is due to the influence of -k7-s (see also 
Pedersen 1906: 341 = 1982: 119; HAB 2: 473a). 

GDPI cnk-a-c‘ : P‘awstos Buzand 5.3 (1883=1984: 160"; transl. Garsoian 1989: 
189): i nerk'oy cnkac‘ nora “under his knees". In Anania Sirakac‘i, cng-a-c' (A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 329'?*), 

In *BZ&karan jioy” (13 cent.): pl. cnkvi [C*ugaszyan 1980: 937]. 
eDIAL Widespread [HAB 2: 473b]. The final -n is seen in Larabal, Goris, etc., as 
well as in the paradigm of Van cungy, GSg cngydn [Aéatyan 1952: 125], Moks 
cung", GSg cang'ün, NPl cang’nir [Orbeli 2002: 255], Satax cungy, GSg congyán 
(M. Muradyan 1962: 198b; the genitive is not recorded here, but it is found e.g. in a 
folk-song in 163). 

Zeyt‘un jung, NPI jangva(na/a) [Aéatyan 2003: 152]. Polis jung, NPl jangvaner 
[Ačařyan 1941: 108]. 

Sebastia cunk, also cuy — in the expression cuy ma, erku cunk alot'k' ‘a few 
prayers’, glxun-caywun cecel ‘to lament’, lit. ‘to beat one's head and knees’ 
[Gabikean 1952: 279-280]. The latter expression presupposes a dual *caywi. 

Next to cundar < cunr, and cung', in Agulis one finds c&yna [HAB 2: 473b; 
Acafean 1935: 361]. Acafyan (1935: 111) derives céyna from cunkn, although this 
development is exceptional; cf. efungn ‘nail’ > élunk', sunk/gn ‘mushroom’ > 
songan. In p. 73 he notes that the development u > e is found only in cunk > céyna, 
and p unj ‘stalk; bunch’ (Genesis 41.5, 22, etc.; dial.) > p 'enj. The vocalism of the 
latter may be due to the influence of the hushing affricate j, cf. examples with č‘, š, 
Z, etc. (Acarean 1935: 77). Besides, it may somehow be compared with that of p ‘inj 
‘stalk, stem’, as well as Skt. pinju/ulam ‘a bunch of stalks or grass’ next to punjilam 
‘id.’ and pufija- "a heap, mass, quantity, multitude’, although the etymology of the 
Sanskrit (see Mayrhofer, KEWA s.vv.) and Armenian (HAB, s.vv.) words is 
uncertain. Note also Turk. pincak, etc., considered to be Armenian loans (Dankoff 
1995: 152), Tat p 'enjak ‘heap of 5 or 10 bundles’ (Ananyan 1978: 96, deriving the 
word from p 'enj ‘five’); Larabal Arm. p änjak‘ (L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 10'”°). 
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Thus, Agulis p 'enj does not seem to be a good parallel to céyna. Note also that 
cunkn ‘knee’ and sunkn ‘mushroom’ yielded Larabat cöngna/cuyna and 
songna/s>yna, respectively [Davt‘yan 1966: 385, 472], thus Agulis céyna ‘knee’ vs. 
songan ‘mushroom’ may be remarkable, although one must admit that here we are 
on shaky grounds, and other explanations may be possible too. As for efungn ‘nail’ 
> Larabat /engna/leyna (see Davt'yan 1966: 344), we are dealing perhaps with 
metathesis e..u > u...e. Here Agulis has &unk' rather than *(u)ieng(n), so the 
vocalism of céyna can hardly be interpreted by the influence of an unattested Agulis 
*leyna. 
eETYM Since the dictionary by Georg Dpir (publ. in 1826) and NHB, compared with 
Pers. zanü, Gr. yóvo, etc.; cf. Skt. jánu-, MPers. zdniig, Lat. genii, Goth. kniu ‘knee’, 
etc. (see Hübschmann 1897: 457; HAB 2: 473). Meillet (1903: 147; 1936: 84) 
derives *cung- from PIE nom.acc. dual neuter *gonu-i- or *gonu-i- (that is, 
*gonu-ih,). See also AcarLiak 3, 1957: 442; Eichner 1978: 14717, 151; Clackson 
1994: 47, 125. The idea that Arm. -k/g- comes from a guttural determinative (cf. Gr. 
yvvé ‘with bent knee’, MPers. zanüg, etc.) is unconvincing and unnecessary. Note 
e.g. the vocalic differences of the compared Greek and Iranian forms [Jahukyan 
1987: 168]. 

According to Meillet (1903: 147-148), MidArm. and dial. dual *enu-i is 
composed of *cnu- (« *gonu- + coll. -i and can be regarded as the starting point of 
the dual ending -ui. On the other hand, one also thinks of the final *-u of Skt. NADu 
d(u)váu m. ‘two’ (RV+) and Arm. erku ‘two’ (q.v.); cf. Karst 1901: 191-192, § 246; 
Meillet 1903: 146; Jahukyan 1987: 375. 

Arm. cunr, Gr. GSg *ydvp-atoc (if from *gonu-nt-) and Skt. GDu janunoh seem 
to point to a heteroclitic declension (see Meillet 1903: 144), albeit at the PArm. 
rather than the PIE level, since the -r is found only in Armenian. One might assume 
that dial. GSg *cngan reflects the same PIE oblique stem in *-n. The theoretical 
PArm. paradigm would have been then: NSg *cun(u)r, GSg *c(u)ngán. Then the old 
NSg cunr has been replaced by analogical *cungn. Alternatively, *cungn merely 
contains an additional n- after body-part terms like armukn, GSg armkan ‘elbow’, 
etc.; or perhaps better: the original form was *cung-kn, with the same suffix as in 
akn ‘eye’, mukn ‘mouse’, unkn ‘ear’, etc. (see s.vv.). 

If Agulis ceyna *knee' reflects an old e (which is very uncertain; see above), one 


may compare it with Hitt. "Y genu- ‘knee’ and Lat. geni. 
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ka-: 1sg.pres. ka-m, 3sg.pres. ka-y, 1sg.aor. ka-c “i, 3sg.aor. e-kac‘, 3pl.aor. kac -in, 
imper. ka-c', plur. ka-c -ek', 3.sg.impf. kay-r (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 744-747) *to stay, stand, halt; to stop, rest; to wait; to appear; to 
dwell’ (Bible); kay, i-stem ‘standing (still), place to stand, station, site’ (Bible+); 
kay-an, i-stem: GDSg kayan-i (Esayi Né‘ec‘i), LocSg i kayan-i (Bible), GDPI 
kayan-i-c ' (Gregory of Nyssa, Yacaxapatum, etc.), IP] kayan-i-w-k‘ (Book of Chries) 
“standing (still), place to stand, station, site’ (Bible); kayanam ‘to stand, stand still, 
halt, establish oneself? (Philo, Paterica, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.). 
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eDIAL The verb kam kas kay is ubiquitous in the dialects. Many dialects have also 
*kenal « *kay(a)nal [HAB 2: 505a]. 
eETYM See s.v. ek- aor. ‘to come’. 


kat‘n, GDSg kat in, AblSg i kat'an-e, ISg kat‘am-b (all in Bible) ‘milk’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. The nasal is seen in Sué‘ava gar”, gen. gat'ni, 
T'iflis kát'o, gen. kát'ni, Larabal, Goris, Samaxi kát'no [HAB 2: 481a], Loti kat‘a 
[M. Asatryan 1968: 80, 184b]. 

Remarkable are Agulis kaxc‘ (also in a number of compounds: kxc‘-), Havarik 
kaxs [HAB 2: 481a; Aécarean 1935: 362], Ares kaxs [Lusenc‘ 1982: 214a], Metri 
kaxc' [Atayan 1954: 81, 274b], Kardewan kaxc‘ [H. Muradyan 1960: 196b]. In 
Kak‘avaberd, kaxc‘ is found only in the village of Varhavar, whereas the other three 
villages have kát no [H. Muradyan 1967: 80, 174b]. 
eETYM Since long, connected with Gr. yada, yóAoxrog n. ‘milk’, Lat. lac, lactis n. 
‘milk’ (see HAB 2: 480-481). Bangant Dk ‘milk’ (Zoller 1989: 198; see also 
Schrijver 1991: 480) is unreliable [Driem/Sharma 1996: 135]. The various 
reconstructions with initial *g- (based on Nüristäni *dzara ‘milk’, see 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 381-382), or *d (see Hamp 1998: 242; cf. Szemerényi 1977: 
9035), or *m- (Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 98,) should be rejected particularly in 
view of the Armenian, which is neglected in these works. 

One reconstructs *g/gt-, without an internal laryngeal; see Schrijver 1991: 
479-480. According to Szemerényi (1977: 90, 9035), Lat. lact- was borrowed from 
Gr. yadaxt-. Schrijver (ibid.), however, takes the Latin word as native. The 
appurtenance of Hitt. galaktar n. ‘soothing substance, balm, nutriment’ (see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 568; Mallory/Adams 1997: 381-382; cf. Szemerényi 
1977: 9035s) is uncertain. On the etymology of this Hittite word, see Kloekhorst 
2008 s.v. The peculiar structure of *g/gt ‘milk’, as well as its restriction to Greek, 
Latin and Armenian point to Mediterranean origin. For a further discussion on this 
etymon, see Orel 1994a: 39. Note also Chinese *lak ‘Kumys’ (Furnée 1972: 379; 
Witzel 2003: 1763). 

The -x- of some SEArm. dialects (Agulis, Metri, etc.) is remarkable. Gr. Van- 
c‘ean (1899-1901, 1: 149a; see also N. Simonyan 1979: 199,4) assumed that Agulis 
kalc' is older than ClArm. kat‘n, but he does not offer an explanation. H. Muradyan 
(1960: 55, 67) interprets the x of the Karcewan form as an epenthesis before dentals, 
as in eawt'n ‘seven’ > yoxt, etc., and assumes xt‘ > xt > xc‘. However, in these cases 
we are dealing with the development -aw- > -ox- before a voiceless dental stop or a 
dental affricate (see Weitenberg 1996), which is not the case in kat'n. The correct 
explanation of the -x- is given by Aéafyan (1901: 79-80; 1935: 23; HAB 2: 480-481; 
AécarHLPatm 2, 1951: 430-431). He convincingly showed that the development a > 
Agulis ə has been blocked in position before 7, and Agulis kaxc ' derives from *katc‘; 
otherwise we would have *koxc `. He correctly treats the 7 as an archaic relic of the 
IE *-/- seen in the Greek and Latin forms; see also Jahukyan 1959: 187-188; 1972: 
272; 1985: 157; 1987: 126, 254; N. Simonyan 1979: 232; A. Xac'atryan 1982: 51. 

The development t‘ > c‘ is exceptional in these dialects (see Acarean 1935: 99; H. 
Muradyan 1967: 80). Aéatyan (HAB 2: 480-481; AcarfHLPatm 2, 1951: 431) 
assumes *katt‘> *katc‘ comparing with cases like xayt ` xayc (q.v.), etc.; see also N. 
Simonyan 1979: 232. Jahukyan (1987: 126), with reservation, reconstructs *galkti-. 
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However, *-£- would probably yield Arm. č‘ rather than c‘. One therefore prefers 
the ingenious explanation of Weitenberg (1985: 104-105; see also Kortlandt 1985: 
22 = 2003: 65; Schrijver 1991: 480; Beekes 2003: 166) who derives ClArm. kat'n 
and EArm. dial. *katc ' from acc. *glgt-m and nom. *g/gt-s respectively. 

It remains unclear why the */ has been preserved in *kałc ‘, but dropped in kat'n. 
Kortlandt (1987a: 52, = 2003: 814) takes kat‘n as a case of loss of -7- before an 
aspirate. I tentatively propose the following solution. In 2.1.22.13, I argue that *RCt 
yields Arm. Rt‘. Next to this, there is some (albeit scanty and uncertain) material that 
points to the loss of */ before affricate c‘ (see 2.1.22.9). If these developments are 
correct, the word for ‘milk’ would have had the following PArm. paradigm: nom. 
*elkt-s > *kac' vs. acc. *glkt-m > *kalt‘-n. In ClArm., the paradigm *kac ' : *katt'n 
was levelled into *kac' : *kat'n, and the accusative was generalized, whereas in the 
SE periphery the opposite development has taken place: the paradigm was levelled 
to *kalc' : *kalt'n, and the nominative was generalized. 


*kakal(ay) (dial.) ‘walnut; testicle, etc.’. 
eDIAL *kakal ‘walnut (together with the shell)’: Karin, Xotorjur, Hamsen, T‘iflis (in 
Tiflis — also ‘eye-ball’) [Aéarean 1913: 540a], also Ararat, Urmia, Sebastia 
[HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 21a]. 

*kakalay ` ‘walnut; testicle’ (Karin) [Acarean 1913: 540a]; ‘testicle’ (Polis, K‘h, 
Amasia), *unripe fruit" (Sebastia), etc. [HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 21-22]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (1913: 540a) compares with Georg. kakali ‘piece’ and Kurd. /kakle/ 
‘the kernel of the walnut’, not specifying the nature of the relationship. According to 
Lap'anc'yan (1961: 90; 1975: 369), the Armenian has been borrowed from 
Laz-Megrelian. 

Arm. *kakal and the Kartvelian forms (Georg. kakal- *walnut', Laz kakal- 
‘walnut’, Megr. kakal- ‘grain; piece’, etc.) may be treated as a reduplication of *kal-; 
cf. dial.*popok‘, see also s.v. kokov-. In that case, *kal- ‘round small object; walnut, 
etc.’ may be related with the PIE word for ‘acorn’ (*g"/h;-(e)n-; cf. Alb. gogel f. 
'acorn; small and round object’, if indeed belonging to this IE werd); see s.v. katin 
‘acorn’. 

Since the form *kakal is found in a number of dialects mostly in the meaning 
‘walnut’ whereas *kakal-ay mainly refers to ‘testicle’, one may treat the latter as a 
dual or collective in -ay. 

Perhaps unrelated with dial. (Agulis, Larabat, Lori, Lazax) *kałał “unripe, green 
walnut to make sweets with’, q.v. 


katal, i-stem or a-stem according to NHB 1: 1036c, but only LocSg i katat-i (Movses 
Xorenac‘i 2.77) is cited ‘den, lair’. 

Movsés Xorenac‘i, Philo, Irenaeus, Aristakés Lastivertc‘i, etc. Often in apposition 
with synonymous orj, etc. (see NHB 1: 1036-1037). 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.77(1913=1991: 216°"; transl. Thomson 1978: 224): 
orjac 'eal yamurn Ani, ibr i katati handartut'ean toteal “He had ensconced himself 
in the fortress of Ani, as if hidden in a tranquil lair”. Attested also in Chapter 23 of 
the “History” of the 11"-century author Aristakés Lastiverte‘i (see Yuzbašyan 1963: 
129°). 
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eETYM Probably with the suffix -a (cf. kenc‘-at ‘living’, etc.) and the root *kat- 
connected with Lith. guölis ‘den, lair, (coll.) bed’, gültas ‘bed, lair’, gulti ‘to lie 
down, fall ill’, Latv. guöla ‘nest, den, lair, (coll.) bed’, etc., probably also Gr. ywAeog 
m. ‘hole’ [Lidén 1906: 48-49; Petersson 1916: 280; HAB 2: 492a; Pokorny 1959: 
402; Jahukyan 1987: 126, 169]. Arm. *kal- is usually derived from a zero-grade 
*gol-. Perhaps better *euol-, with the loss of *u (cf. jayn, i-stem ‘voice, sound’ vs. 
OCS zvon» 'sound") and the development So in open syllables > Arm. a (on which 
see 2.1.3). 
See also s.v. ko# ‘rib, side’. 


*katat (dial.) ‘unripe, green walnut to make sweets with’. 

eDIAL Agulis, Larabat [Acarean 1913: 541b], also Lazax and Lori [Amatuni 1912: 
326a]. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 

It is hard to determine whether there is a relation with katin ‘acorn’ and/or *kakal 
‘walnut’ (see s.vv.). 

Perhaps more promising is to compare Pers. cayala ‘unripe fruit (on which see 
Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 12%’). 


katamax (Isaiah 41.19, 2 Paralipomenon 2.8), katamax-i, ea-stem: GDPI katamax- 
eac' (Hosea 4.13), NPI katamaxi-k‘ (Hexaemeron); “white poplar, Populus alba; 
aspen, Populus tremula’, probably also ‘pine’. 

In Isaiah 41.19 and Hosea 4.13, Arm. kafamax(i) renders Gr. Aen “white poplar, 
Populus alba’. 

In 2 Paralipomenon 2.8 (Xalat‘eanc‘ 1899: 57a): Ew tac'es berel inj p'ayts 
saroyn mayr ew katamax i Libanan lerne : 2.7 xai anooreılov uoi čúña KEöpıva Kal 
Apkevdıva Kal mevxiva. Thus: Arm. saroy, mayr, and kalamax match Gr. xédpo¢ 
*cedar-tree', äpkevdog ‘juniper, Juniperus macrocarpa’, and zevxn ‘pine’, 
respectively. If this set of correspondences is original, Arm. katamax here refers to 
‘pine’, thus. This seems to be corroborated by Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 
142", cf. also 144) where kalamaxi, according to the editor's comment (K. 
Muradyan 1984: 34057), corresponds to Gr. zevxy ‘pine’. 

In Agat'angelos $ 644 (1909-1984: 330'!5, kalamax (vars. kalamat, kalmax, 
kamatax) is found in an enumeration of tree-names, between gi “juniper’ and uri 
‘willow’. 

Further: katamah/x in Galen (rendering Gr. Aevxn, see Ališan 1895: 285-286; 
Greppin 1985: 71), and kałmxi (syncopated) in Geoponica. 
eDIAL MuS kalmxi, Xotorjur gaxmxi [HAB 2: 492b]. Ararat kalama car, k‘alambar 
[Markosyan 1989: 305a]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 492) treats as borrowed from an unattested Urartian 
source and mentions Salmast Turk. k ‘dldmbdr or k‘älämbur ‘aspen’, T‘avriz/Tebriz 
Turk. gälämä ‘poplar’, as well as in Daghestan languages: Lak kalaxi, Rutul kalax 
‘aspen’. Then he notes that the homeland of this tree is not known, and posits an 
eastward spread in view of Tehran Persian täbrizi ‘aspen’, lit. ‘of/from Tebriz’. 

Now we can add two Hesychian glosses: xolapivdap: nAatavog nöovısig ‘plane’, 
obviously with *dar ‘tree’, xaAaóía: pukavn ‘plane’, see SaradZeva 1981a (referring 
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to Jahukyan p.c. for xadauivdap). See also Jahukyan 1987: 310, 437, 612 (Lezg. 
Kbaeax ‘aspen’, etc.). For the possible tree-suffix -ax, see 2.3.1. 

Olsen (1999: 936) cites no etymology and considers katamax to be of unknown 
origin. 

For the semantic relationship ‘poplar, aspen’ : ‘plane’, cf. candar ‘poplar’, 
‘plane’ (see HAB 3: 183-184), which obviously contains the same component *dar 
‘tree’ we saw above, and op ‘i ‘poplar, aspen’ : Larabat "hop ‘i ‘plane’ (see HAB 3: 
619-620); see H. Martirosyan 2008. 

That xoAautvóap contains *kalam- and *dar ‘tree’ is seen in Arm. Ararat kalama 
car, which is taken as equivalent to k‘alambar (see above). The form must be 
closely linked with Salmast Turk. k‘aldmbdr or k‘dldmbur ‘aspen’. Probably an 
assimilation has taken place: *kalam-dar > *kalam-bar. 

Conclusion: kalam-ax(-i) ‘white poplar, aspen’ is a Mediterranean/Pontic tree- 
name composed of *kalam- (cf. Hesychian kalauiv-dap ‘plane’, Turk. qälämä 
‘poplar’, etc.) and the tree-suffix -ax. 


kalin, o-stem ‘acorn’ (Biblet+); katn-i ‘oak-tree’ (Bible; P‘awstos Buzand, etc.). 

Note ark‘ayakan katin (Cyril of Jerusalem), ark‘a-katin (Galen) ‘hazel-nut’, 
literally ‘royal acorn’; xoz-katin *‘pig-acorn’, in Asar Sebastac‘i (16-17ch cent.), see 
D. M. Karapetyan 1993: 211; in the glossary: 349. See also Alisan 1895: 65-66, 
287-288. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 496a]. 

Next to katin ‘acorn’, which is usually considered xoz-katin, that is acorn for pigs, 
in the dialect of Larabat one finds tkdten ‘hazel-nut’ (and metathesized któłen, cf. 
Laradat ¢t‘dkutna), with an unexplained ¢ and with irregular change of a to > (see 
HAB, ibid.; Ali$an 1895: 342, 611, treating Larabat tkołin as synonymous to 
ark ‘akatin, on which see above). Also Hadrut‘ takoten ‘id.’ [Potosyan 1965: 16]. 

For Svedia, Aëatvan (HAB, ibid.) cites galeon (read /gaton/). Later, he (2003: 
573) also records g’dteond, noting (p. 378) that the change ClArm. i > Svedia eo is 
irregular in this position. This form with epithetic -d is corroborated by other 
authors: gätend or gälund (see Andreasyan 1967: 36 and 367a, respectively), gätend 
[Hananyan 1995: 53, 187b]; K‘esab kálent vs. kdten [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 206b]. 

The final d is exceptional since the other examples of the epenthetic or epithetic d 
(Aéaryan 2003: 431; see also Hananyan 1995: 53) apply to specific conditions: -nr > 
-ndr and -s(-) > -sd(-). Andreasyan (1967: 36, 373b) adds another example: capa! 
‘spread’ > Svedia jäbutd, cf. verbal jáblil and jabaddil. The latter form is probably a 
misprint for *jaboldil (note the resemblance of the Armenian characters for d and 7); 
cf. K'esab čałpətil ‘to spread, scatter’, perhaps also capattil ‘to scratch with nails’ 
(see C‘olak‘ean 1986: 261 and 262, respectively). The -d- here may be identified 
with the verbal intensive -t-, cf. bek-t- ‘to break repeatedly’ (see HAB 1: 436b). 
eETYM Since Ayvazovsk‘i, Pictet, et al., connected with Gr. Badavog f. ‘acorn’, Lat. 
glans, glandis f. ‘acorn, beach-nut; missile discharged from a sling’, Russ. zélud’, 
SCr. Zélüd ‘acorn’, Lith. gile, dial. gylé ‘acorn’, Latv. zile ‘acorn’, etc. [HAB 2: 
495-496]. 

Arm. dial. *kakal *walnut; testicle’ (q.v.) must be related with Georg. kakal- 
‘walnut’, Laz kakal- ‘walnut’, Meer. kakal- ‘grain; piece (Russ. *urryka")', etc. (on 
which see Klimov 1964: 105). If we are dealing with reduplication of *kal-, one 
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wonders if it can be connected with PIE *g"//;- ‘acorn’ (cf. Alb. gogél f. ’acorn; 
small and round object’). Note, however, Georgian kaka- ‘grain, kernel (of fruit)’, 
etc. from Georgian-Zan *kaka- ‘stone, kernel (of fruit)’, which is “a sound symbolic 
designation of a solid and, as a rule, round article" (see Klimov 1998: 85). For both 
Kartvelian words Klimov assumes a derivation from *kak- “to knock, pound’. For 
the semantic field, see s.v. hat ‘grain, piece’, etc. 

The /-less form seems to be found also in Armenian dialects (Ararat, AlaSkert, 
T‘iflis, Van, Sebastia, Partizak, etc.): kaka ‘fruit; eye, etc.’ (see Amatuni 1912: 
325b; Aéarean 1913: 540a; HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 21a). 

The connection of kakal, etc. with the PIE word for ‘acorn’ is thus possible, albeit 
yet unclear. Note that, at least in the case of *kaka, we are dealing with a Lallwort. 

For a possible trace of Arm. *čeł- from *g”elh>- (cf. Russ. Zélud', SCr. Zelüd 
‘acorn’, etc.), see s.v. *clopur ‘walnut’. 

It has been assumed that the initial + of Larabat tköfen ‘hazel-nut’ reflects ti- ‘big’ 
(Jahukyan 1972: 278; cf. 281). This etymology should be abandoned since the 
hazel-nut, in the contrary, is smaller, and the vocalic change remains unexplained. 
Jahukyan (1985: 155; Jahukyan 1987: 129, 255) treats *tkotin as an old dialectal 
variant with a different ablaut. On the archaic nature of the form, see also N. 
Simonyan 1979: 194 (without an explanation). 

I assume that the form reflects PArm. *tukatin > *tukutin (vocalic assimilation, 
on which see 2.1.26.4) and can be derived from QIE *diuos *g"[h;-eno- ‘divine 
acorn’, cf. Gr. *óipóg PoAavog ‘chestnut’ and Lat. iuglans ‘walnut’ (on which see 
Walde/Hofmann 1, 1938: 727; Schrijver 1991: 273). On *tu/tw-, see HAB s.v. tiw 
‘day’; see also s.v. ciacan ‘rainbow’. As is pointed out by Laufer 1919: 369, 369), 
the pattern of Gr. Arç Bdadavog “acorn of Zeus” is comparable to that of Pers. 
šāh-bal(l)ūt ‘the edible chestnut’ < “acorn of the Shah, royal acorn”; cf. Pahl. 
Sah-balut ‘id.’, Arm. sahpalut ‘id.’, an Iranian loan, Larabat smbdlut‘ ‘chestnut’ 
[Hübschmann 1897: 272; HAB 3: 486a]. Compare also ark'a-kalin above. For 
vocalic assimilation *tukdtin > *tukulin cf. erdumn ‘oath’ > Larabal iirt ‘timna. 
Unlike in *tukatin, with voiceless stops, here we are dealing with voiced d, 
consequently, with Acaryan's Law: rdu > rdü > rt ‘ti (see 2.1.39.2). 

It is tempting to identify the final dental stop of Arm. Svedia g’ätesnd (on which 
see above) with that seen in Russ. zélud’, SCr. zelüd, etc., and Lat. glans, glandis. 
Alternatively, one might assume a contamination with Svedia hesnd from Arm. 
(h)und ‘edible seed, grain’ (q.v.), although this seems less probable. 


katkanjel ‘to yelp, make a supplicating yelp as of hunger (said of dog)’ (Lex., see 
NHB 1: 1037c), MidArm. katkancel, katknjal ‘id.’ (MijHayBar 1, 1987: 378a), 
katkanj-ot-akan ‘yelping’ (Grigor Narekac‘i 35.4, see Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 
394-7). knj-a-jayn ‘with voice of a fawning dog’ (Yovhan Mandakuni/ 
Mayragomec‘i); MidArm. kz-kncal and knj-klal ‘to yelp (said of wolf)’ in Fables by 
Vardan Aygekc‘i (MijHayBaf 1, 1987: 395a, 402a). 
eDIAL Mus, Alaskert kotganjal ‘to yelp (said of dog)’, T'avriz klknjal ‘to murmur, 
mutter’, Akn katkanjel ‘to speak timidly and unclearly when beseeching for 
something’; Ararat konjal, konjkonjal, Larabat konjkonjal, T‘iflis, Karin, Van, Juta 
kanjkanjal, etc. ‘to yelp’ [HAB 2: 496]. NHB 1: 1037c records dial. *katknjel and 
*knjknjal. 
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eETYM Acafyan (HAB 2: 496a) treats the verb as a reduplication and offers no 
external comparanda. 

It is tempting to follow Alayan (1974: 86-87) in comparing the word to Skt. RV 
garh-, 3pl.pres.med. grhate ‘to complain’, gru m. ‘beggar’, Av. root present garaz- 
‘to lament, weep’, MPers. garz- ‘id.’, OHG klagon ‘to bewail, complain’, Germ. 
klagen ‘to complain’, Olr. glam ‘shouting, curse’ (for the forms, see Pokorny 1959: 
350-351; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 475, 495-496; Mallory/Adams 1997: 247a; 
Cheung 2007: 111-112). 

Formally these forms presuppose *gV/¢"- and *gl(a)g”-. The vocalism probably 
points to an onomatopoeic origin. PArm. forms may be reconstructed as *katkanj- 
and *kalkunj- and derived from redupl. *g,-gl(0)8"- > *katka/unj- through regular 
metathesis and with nasal epenthesis; for this type of iterative/expressive 
reduplication cf. e.g. karkut ‘hail’ vs. OCS grad», Lat. grando, etc. ‘hail’ (see s.v.). 

The further comparison with kot-kot- ‘to weep, etc.’ (Bible+; dial. Zeyt'un gotal 
‘to weep, lament’) suggested by Alayan (ibid.; see also N. Simonyan 1979: 243-244) 
is uncertain. The ->- in Mus and Alaskert kofganjal may be due to contamination 
with this kot- ‘to weep, lament’. 


kaljin, vars. katcin, katc‘in (MidArm.) ‘mortar / Mörtel, a kind of clayey soil’; 
attested only in Geoponica (see HAB 2: 496b; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 378a). 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Mus, Alaskert, Karin, Van, Ozim, Moks; with 
some deviations: Xarberd ga#ji (cf. Dersim gadji ‘yellow clayey soil’ and [Berri] 
galjel, Balramyan 1960: 85b; 119b), Nor Bayazet and Satax kavcin, Marata 
karcankav (a compound with kaw ‘clay’), Salmast karcin. In Akn we have gafjin and 
gap Jin (> Turk. dial.) as names for different types of soil [HAB 2: 496b]. 

Note the meaning ‘clay’ of Kurd. kaxcin, which is considered a loan from 
Armenian (see HAB 2: 496b). The form kavcin is due to contamination with kaw 
‘clay’ and kawic ‘chalk’. The meaning of Satax kavcin is ‘white clay of which pots 
are made’ IM. Muradyan 1962: 212b]. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is recorded in HAB 2: 496b. 

The word may have been composed of an otherwise unattested root *kafj- and the 
suffix -in (in Xarberd one finds -i). For the latter compare parallels, also pertaining 
to the concept of soil: ostin adj. ‘arid’, subst. ‘arid place, soil’ (as an adjective - also 
in the dialects of Ararat, Van, Mus); anjrdi(n) ‘id.’ (q.v.); jrarbi(n) *well-watered' in 
Hexaemeron [Muradyan 1984: 162] and Satax čərärpin ‘irrigated soil’ [M. 
Muradyan 1962: 213b]. As regards the root *kafj-, it might originate from IE *gi- 
ieh,- ‘sticky stuff, clay’, cf. Gr. yAia f. ‘glue’, next to the more common y4oióc m. 
‘any glutinous substance, gum’, Ukr. glej ‘glue; clay’, OEngl. clég < Germ. 
*klaiiaz, Engl. clay, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 362-364; Chantraine 1968-80: 227- 
228). Probably here belongs also Lyd. KAida ‘earth’, with *-y- > -d- (Melchert 
1994a: 184). 

There are forms in the nasal suffix *-neh;-, too: Russ. glina ‘clay’, Gr. yAivy ‘any 
glutinous substance, gum’ (Derksen 2008: 164). Therefore, one might even consider 
the suffix -in of the Armenian form as being original, too. If we assume that 
Armenian, exactly like Greek and Slavic, had forms both with and without the nasal 
suffixal element, that is *kalin- and *kalj-, it would be possible to explain kafjin as a 
contaminated form. Strictly speaking, the IE *eli-neh;- would develop into PArm. 
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*alkin. However, a contamination presupposes a mutual influence. Thus, the anlaut 
of PArm. *kalin is perhaps influenced by *kalj. 

I cannot offer an explanation for -r- of the dialectal (Salmast, Marala) form 
*karcin. Perhaps, cf. Lat. creta ‘clay, clayey soil; chalk’, Fr. craie, Germ. Kreide. 


kamurj, a-stem: GDSg kamrj-i (Bible+), GDPI kamrj-a-c‘ in Agat'angelos § 33, 
kamurj-a-c ' in T'ovmay Arcruni 2.3 (10" cent.) ‘bridge’ (Bible+). In 2 Kings 23.21, 
kamurj seems to denote a wooden construction (see Clackson 1994: 227,53). Later 
also karmunj/c and karmuj. 

In Agat'angelos $ 33 (1909-1980: 22-23), one finds several attestations of 
kamurj, including GDSg kamrj-i, and, twice, GDPl kamrj-a-c '. 

In T‘ovmay Arcruni 2.3 (1985: 150-5 transl. Thomson 1985: 161): Ew Xosrov 
ark'ay p'axstakan gnac‘, ew anc'eal zDeklat'aw i Vehkawat, hramayeac' zlar 
kamurjac 'n ktrel : “King Xosrov fled. Crossing the Tigris at Vehkawat he ordered 
the rope of the bridge to be cut". 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects (Sebastia, Mus, T‘iflis, Ararat, Larabat, Agulis, 
Juta, Moks, etc.), only in the form *karmunj (see HAB 2: 503b), with an anticipation 
of the r and an epenthetic -n-. Rare exception: Kak‘avaberd, where, next to karmunj, 
H. Muradyan (1967: 104, 175a) records also kármij in the village of Varhavar. It is 
tempting to treat kármij as an archaic, non-epenthesised form, although an internal 
explanation seems possible, too. The vowel -i- instead of the -u- may be explained 
by anticipative influence of the palatal j : *karmuj > *karmuij > kármij, cf. PIE 
*med"-io- > PArm. *meij- > méj (see 2.1.2). 

Xotorjur *kamurj is described (YusamXotorj 1964: 468a) as follows: “a wood in 
water that serves as a base for the wheel”. 

Hamsen (Canik) karmunj (read garmunj, Acatyan 1947: 236) means ‘a long thick 
pole with teeth on one side, used as a ladder’ (see KiwlHams 1899: 753b, cf. 1900: 
62b). One also finds HamSen gärmäj ‘a pole of a fence’, used three times in a 
traditional story recorded in Krasnodar region and published by Andranik 
Zeyt'unyan (see JaynHams 2, 1979: 30, glossed in 219b). The vocalism of the latter 
form is unclear to me. 
eETYM Since Müller, connected with Gr. yepöpa f. (Boeot. Pepvupa, Cret. dégvpa, 
Lac. /Hesychius/ öipovpa) ‘bridge’ [HAB 2: 503]. According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 
503a), the development *g"eb"- > Arm. *kam- (instead of *kew-) involves an 
unknown change *-b/w- > -m-, as well as the change e > a by the influence of the u 
in the following syllable, cf. *vet'sun > vat'sun ‘sixty’ (vs. vec‘ ‘six’). In view of 
PIE *peruti > Arm. heru ‘last year’, however, Kortlandt (2003: 118; see also Beekes 
2002 [2004]: 19) rejects this rule; see also 2.1.1. Elsewhere, Acaryan (AcarLiak 6, 
1971: 722) explains the phonological irregularity by tabu, which is unlikely (cf. 
2.1.36); cf. also Clackson 1994: 135. Viredaz (2001-02: 293; 2005-07: 10-11) 
assumes that *kawurj became kamurj through an influence of kamar ‘arch, vault’, 
which is possible, but unsatisfactory. 

Jahukyan (1987: 308, 310) treats the Armenian and Greek words as 
belonging to the Mediterranean substratum and containing the alternation g/m, 
which is “peculiar to Mediterranean”, and considers the IE origin less convincing. 
For the alternation g/m, he (see also Jahukyan 1967: 127, 291-292; cf. 1994: 15) 
compares with awr ‘day’ ` Gr. jap n. ‘day’, which is, however, a different case (see 
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Clackson 1994: 96-97). Thus, the sound correspondence, as Jahukyan (1987: 308) 
admits, is difficult to explain. Feydit (1980: 47) posits an intermediary *kamburj. 
For the discussion of phonological problems I refer to C. Arutjunjan 1983: 293-294; 
Clackson 1994: 134-135; Olsen 1999: 66; Beekes 2002 [2004]: 19-20. For a survey 
of etymological attempts, see HAB 2: 503; Schmitt 1972-74: 25; Clackson 1994: 
227154, Beekes 2002 [2004]. See also Hooker 1979; Hamp 1997. For *-ri- > Arm. 
-rj-, see already Bugge 1889: 22. Further, see Jahukyan 1987: 128, 171-172. 

Also Beekes (1969: 194; 2002 [2004]; see also 2003: 153) assumes that Gr. 
yégopa and Arm. kamurj are of substratum origin. Showing that the older meaning 
of yégdpa is ‘beam’, he puts forward Furnée's (1972: 223) suggestion about the 
connection with Hattic hamuru(wa) *beam'. In order to explain the nasal -m- in the 
Hattic and Armenian forms, Beekes invokes the phenomenon of ‘nasalization’ in 
Greek substratum-words. As pointed out by Olsen (1999: 66), a by-form in *-mb"- 
would yield Arm. -m- as in camem ‘to chew’. 

On the other hand, Hatt. hamuru(wa) ‘beam’ (see Dunaevskaja 1961: 88) has 
been connected with CAbkhaz *g"a(m)bala-ra ‘beam over the hearth; cross-beam’ 
[Ardzinba 1983: 170; Chirikba 1996: 423], cf. Abkhaz (Bzyp) a-x"blara, a-x"barla, 
a-x"balra, Abaza (Tapanta) q"amblo, Abaza (Ashkar) q"abla, etc. (Chirikba, p.c.). 
To my knowledge, this comparison remained beyond the scope of the scholars who 
have been concerned to the problem of Gr. yepöpa and Arm. kamurj. With the basic 
meaning ‘beam’ and with the -mb-, the Abkhaz form, probably derived from 
something like *g”ambar-, can be crucial for the discussion. 

In the Imeretian and Rachan dialects of West Georgian there is a word k’ip’orc’i 
‘a log that serves as a bridge’, which is compared with Arm. kamurj [Beridze 1912: 
23a]. According to Aëatvan (HAB 2: 503b), K'ip'orc'i is borrowed from an older 
form of Arm. kamurj with the labial stop. This involves the development *g"eb^- > 
Arm. *kam- (see above), which is problematic. In view of what has been said above, 
one may prefer the postulation of doublets with and without the nasal -m-. Next to 
*g/q"amb'or > PArm. *kom(m)ur- > kamurj, there was perhaps a by-form 
*9/q"ab"ar > PArm. *kobur-j > Georg. *kopurj > dial. k'ip orci. Alternatively, one 
might think of Turkic *köpür / *kóp(ü)rüg ‘bridge’ (treated as borrowed from Gr. 
yégopa, see Šervašidze 1989: 79; sceptical — Tatarincev 1993, 1: 126). The affricate 
-c’- of the Georgian dialectal form, however, seems to corroborate the Armenian 
origin. 

I conclude: Gr. yégdpa ‘beam; bridge’, Arm. kamurj ‘bridge’ (perhaps of 
wood, cf. 2 Kings 23.21; cf. also dial. Xotorjur "a wood in water that serves as a 
base for the wheel’), HamSen ‘a pole used as a ladder; a pole for a fence’, Hattic 
hamuru(wa) ‘beam’, Abkhaz *q"amber- ‘beam’, and West-Georg. kim 'orc'i ‘a log 
that serves as a bridge' have a common origin and point to a Mediterranean/Pontic 
cultural term. Whether the ultimate source is one of these languages or an unknown 
language of Asia Minor or neighbouring areas is uncertain. One may posit doublet 
forms with and without the nasal -m- side by side. The former, namely *e/q"ambor, 
developed the Hattic, the Armenian, and the Abkhaz forms, whereas the latter 
represents the Greek. Abkhaz has forms both with and without the nasal -m-. 
Armenian also had the nasalless variant, if West-Georg. k’ip’orc’i ‘a log that serves 
as a bridge’ is indeed an Armenian loan. The Greek and the Armenian seem to 


kardam 353 


represent a common borrowing since they agree in both semantics (‘beam’ > 
‘wooden bridge’) and morphology (*-i/1;-, see Olsen 1999: 66). Thus, *g/q"a(m)b'ar 
‘beam’ > PGr. and PArm. *g"a(m)bur-ih;- ‘beam, log serving as a bridge’ > Gr. 
yégopa ‘beam; bridge’ and Arm. kamurj ‘(wooden) bridge’. 

The PArm. by-form *kaburj- may have been reflected in Urart. gaburzani 
possibly meaning ‘bridge’ in a recently discovered inscription (Armen Petrosyan 
p.c., referring to M. Salvini, Corpus dei testi urartei, vol. 1. Roma, 2008, pp. 545- 
546). 

The Iranian etymology suggested by MuSetyan 2003: 183-184 for kamurj is 
gratuitous. 


kayt prob. ‘mark on marble’, attested only in Barset Ma&keronc'i/Con (13-14" cent.): 
NPI kayt-er. 
eETYM In NHB 1: 1046c, a connection with kayc ‘spark’ is suggested. Acaryan 
(HAB 2: 509b) mentions this suggestion with a question mark and leaves the origin 
of the word open. 

I propose a connection with xayt ‘mark; spotted’ and két ‘point, dot’, q.v. The 

above-mentioned kayc ‘spark’ may be related, too. For further discussion, see s.v. 
*kic- *to bite". 


kask 'chestnut' in Evagrius of Pontus; T‘ovmas Kilikec‘i (see Alisan 1895: 303; 
Anasyan 1967: 283-2; Hewsen 1992: 323), kask-eni ‘chestnut-tree’ in Fables by 
Mxit'ar Goš (HAB 2: 533b; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 385ab). 
eETYM The comparison with Gr. xaéotavov n. ‘chestnut’, xaoravéa f. “chestnut-tree’ 
(de Lagarde 1886: 5,; for other references to de Lagarde, see HAB 2: 533b) is 
considered uncertain (see Hübschmann 1897: 166, 394; HAB 2: 533b). More 
positively: Laufer 1919: 369,; P. Friedrich 1970: 149"; fahukyan 1987: 310 (with 
ref. — as a common borrowing from a language of Asia Minor). 

An obvious reason for scepsis is the internal -k- which is, however, easily 
explicable. In my view, kask-eni is composed as *kast-(u)k-eni > *kas(t)keni, cf. 
Larabal, Lori *hacar-k-i ‘beech-tree’ from hacar-uk (see 2.3.1). 

A plausible case of Mediterranean/Pontic plant-name. 


karb ‘aspen’, attested in a medical work [Alisan 1895: 306, Nr 1358; HAB 2: 547b]. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is recorded in HAB 2: 547b. 

I tentatively propose a connection with Russ. grab ‘hornbeam’, Lith. skruoblas 
‘hornbeam’, skirpstas ‘elm’, Lat. carpinus ‘hornbeam’, etc.; perhaps also Hitt. 
“karpina- ‘a kind of tree’ (see P. Friedrich 1970: 99-106; P. Friedrich apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 273; Schrijver 1991: 430). If Lith. skirpstas ‘elm’ is indeed 
related, it can help to elucidate the semantic shift seen in the Armenian, cf. Slav. 
*bersto- ‘elm’ and Arm. bart-i *poplar/aspen' (q.v.) from PIE *b"rHg- ‘birch’. 

In view of anomalous correspondences and limited spread, this tree-name may be 
of substratum origin. : 

Alternatively, Arm. karb can be linked with Hitt. °°araw- ‘poplar, aspen’ (on 
which see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 636, with refer.). This is semantically better, 
but formally very difficult. 


kardam ‘to shout, call, recite loudly’ (Bible+), ‘to read’ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i+). 
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eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meanings ‘to read’ and ‘to learn’ [HAB 2: 
549b]. Note Larabat kart‘a/il 1. ‘to sing (said of birds)’ [HAB 2: 549b]; 2. ‘to sing a 
religious song for magic purpose’; cf. *ganj kardal : hanc'u sadanan hürt'áva tüs 
kya/k ‘vind : "so that the Satan goes away through the roof-window" [HZHek* 7, 
1979: 359]; 3. ‘to recite a magic spell to revive a dead man /"without a paper”/’ 
[HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 372, 374]. 

Artial g'ard'al ‘to read’, g'ard'alu (Pol), kardal (Hung.) ‘to sing’ [Aécaryan 
1953: 272]. This is interesting with respect to ‘sing’ : ‘dance’. For bird-singing, see 
also Srvanjtyanc‘ 1, 1978: 259. 
eETYM Meillet (1896: 150) compares with OPr. gerdaut ‘dire’. Hübschmann (1897: 
458) adds Lith. girsti 'vernehmen' and girdeti ‘to hear’, but treats the etymology as 
uncertain. Acaryan (HAB 2: 549) points out that OLith. gerdas ‘rumour, prank, 
messenger’ and other cognates corroborate the etymology. Nevertheless, 
Klingenschmitt (1982: 105) still considers kardam as etymologically unclear. 

We are dealing with PIE *e"(e)rH- ‘to praise; to sing; to shout, recite’: Skt. gar’ 
‘to praise, honour, welcome’ (RV+), gir- f. ‘song of praise, invocation’ (RV+), 
OAv. gar- f. ‘song of praise’, Lith. giriu, gyriau, girti ‘to praise, boast’, etc. Arm. 
kardam probably derives from *e"rH-d'h;-, cf. Skt. giró dhà-, OAv. garó dā- ‘to 
offer songs of praise’, Celtic *bar-do- ‘poet’ [Watkins 1995: 117]. For the 
morphology, see Barton 1990-91: 33 and cf. mnam “to remain’ (q.v.). 

Larabat — Artial; if the meaning ‘to sing’ is directly comparable to the IE 
cognates, one should treat this as a semantic archaism preserved in Larabal and 
Artial rather than a shared innovation. 


kart‘ i-stem ‘fish-hook; leg’ (Bible+). It corresponds to Gr. ox£Aoc ‘leg’ in Leviticus 
11.21 (in Zohrapean edition: 11.31): Ayl zayn utic'ek' i zernoc' t'fc'noc' or 
gnayc en i c'ors, oroy ic'en kart'k' i veroy k'an zotsn, ostostel nok Ok‘ yerkre. For 
this contextual meaning of the Greek word, see Wevers 1997: 150. Arm. kart‘ 
probably functions here as ‘a hook-like projection on the legs of birds or insects’. 
Later (Gregory of Nyssa, Ephrem, etc.): ‘tendons of the leg; leg, shank’. This 
meaning is also supported by Georgian k’art"i, k’arsi ‘tendon; calf of leg’, which is 
considered an Armenian loan (see HAB 2: 550b). 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialect of Ozim: kart‘ ‘fish-hook’ [HAB 2: 550b]. 
eETYM Since Lidén (1906: 36-38), treated as a *-ti- formation of the verbal root 
*ger-b-, cf. Lith garbana, garbana ‘Haarlocke’, Russ. gorb ‘hump’, dial. ‘back’, 
gorbit’ ‘to arch, hunch, become bent’, Czech Arb ‘hump, mound, lump’, Sin. grb m., 
grba f. ‘hump; back; wrinkle’, OHG krapfo ‘Haken, Kralle, Krapfen, Widerhaken’, 
etc., thus: *gr(b)-ti- > Arm. *kar(p)t'i- > kart‘, i-stem; see also HAB 2: 550; 
Jahukyan 1987: 125 (next to keř and *kor ‘curved’, q.v.); Pokorny 1959: 387; 
Fraenkel 1, 1962: 135; Olsen 1999: 81. On Slavic forms and their connection with 
Ic. korpa ‘wrinkle, fold’, etc., see EtimSlovSlavJaz 7, 1980: 187-200. See also s.v. 
krt'unk' ‘back’. 

On the reflex of the consonant cluster, see 2.1.22.13. 

karié, a-stem: GDSg karc-i, GDPI karc-a-c‘, IPI karc-a-w-k' (Bible+) ‘scorpion’ 
(Bible+), ‘the zodiacal constellation Scorpio’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i, Hexaemeron, 
Nonnus). 
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eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Larabat kári/ec (see also Davt'yan 1966: 392) 
refers also to ‘crayfish’ [HAB 2: 551b]. For the distribution of synonymous karic 
and kor, see 1.8. 

eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 551; 1937: 4), borrowed from a language of 
Asia Minor, cf. Gr. xapic, -ióoc, -ióoc (also xoupíc, kwpic) f., probably a general 
term for small crustaceans, incl. shrimp (Crangon) and prawn (Palaemon); cf. the 
meaning ‘crayfish’ in Arm. dialect of Larabat. For the semantics cf. Arab. 'aqrab 
‘scorpion’ : ‘agrab-al-ma ‘crayfish’ = ‘water-scorpion’, Lat. nepa ‘scorpion; 
crayfish’, etc. (ACafyan ibid.). The etymology is accepted by Meillet (letter from 
08.12.1930 to Aéatyan, see HAB 2: 551b). Arm. c is probably from *-di- (see 
Jahukyan 1978: 128-129; 1982: 64). 

Olsen (1999: 939, cf. 462) places karic in her list of words of unknown origin not 
mentioning any etymological suggestion. 

Bearing in mind that Gr. xapíc, -i/idoc is feminine, and Arm. karic has a-stem, as 
well as that Arm. -c-, in view of Gr. -ó-, points to *-di-, one can reconstruct PArm. 
fem. "karid-jeh;. For the structure compare another Mediterranean insect/ 
bogy-name: *mormon- (cf. Gr. Mopuov, -óvog f. ‘she-monster, bogy’) > Arm. dial. 
*mormonj ‘ant’? < *mormon-ieh;-, next to morm ‘tarantula’ : Gr. Mopuw ‘bogy, 
bugbear’, etc. See s.v. morm ‘tarantula’ and 3.5.2.1. 

See also s.v. kor. For a/o fluctuation in animal-names of non-IE origin, see 2.1.3. 


karkut, i-stem: GDSg karkt-i, ISg karkt-i-w (Bible+); later o-stem: ISg karkt-o-v in 
Nersés Lambronac‘i (12" cent.) ‘hail’; verbal karkt-c -em (Philo). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. On Aslanbek gargünd, see below. 
eETYM Since Klaproth (1831: 101b), connected with OCS grad» ‘hail’, SCr. grad 
‘id.’, Lith. grúodas ‘frozen dirt or earth’, Lat. grando, -inis f. ‘hail, hail-storm’, etc. 

Tervi$ean (see HAB) and Meillet (1898: 280) independently interpreted the 
Armenian form from reduplicated *ka-krut < *ga-grodo- (cf. mamul, etc., see 2.3.2), 
through regular metathesis. This is largely accepted, see HAB 2: 556a; Pokorny 
1959: 406; fahukyan (1987: 126, from *ga-gródo-). Hübschmann (1899: 48) is 
sceptical about *ka-krut > karkut for unspecified reasons. Rasmussen (1999: 
153-154) assumes *gr-gröhd-i- > *kar-k(r)ut-i, through dissimilation rather than 
metathesis. 

The PIE root is reconstructed with an internal laryngeal: *groHd- or *greh;d-; the 
Latin may be derived from *grH-n-d- or *greh;-n-d-, with a nasal infix [Schrijver 
1991: 223]. Rasmussen (1999: 153) assumes *grad-n-. 

The root structure with two voiced stops is impossible in PIE. In this particular 
case this restriction is perhaps invalid since we may be dealing with an 
onomatopoeia. One can also consider the following alternative. Skt. hraduni- f. 
*hail-stones, hail’ (RV+), Sogd. Zyón ‘hail’, etc. are formally problematic. If related, 
they point to *ó^roHd- or *é"reh3d-. The initial *¢"- would be depalatalized due to 
the following *r as in mawru-k‘ ‘beard’ and Lith. smäkras, smakra ‘chin’ vs. Skt. 
$másru- n. ‘beard’ (see s.v.). The only remaining problem is that an IE *g" would 
yield Arm. g. Neither this obstacle is crucial, however. The root of the structure 
ze d. might yield *g...d- in Armenian through assimilation, cf. e.g. Arm. kacan 
‘path’ : Skt. gähate ‘to wade in’, SCr. gäziti ‘to step, trample, wade’, etc. Besides, a 
reduplicated word in the meaning ‘hail’, even if not originally onomatopoeic, could 
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be realized as such, and K...* should not be considered problematic; compare also 
Arm. onomatopoeic k(n)t-nt-oc‘ ‘plectrum, fiddlestick’ (Philo, Gregory of Nyssa, 
Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, etc.; see HAB 2: 611a), dial. kt-kt- (see Amatuni 1912: 
376a; Acarean 1913: 619a; Malxaseanc', HayBac‘Bar 2: 497b; Alayan 1976, 1:769) 
and *kt-kut- (HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 180-181) ‘sound of intensive beating’. 

Aslanbek gargünd with -n- is reminiscent of the Latin form. Aëatvan (HAB 2: 
556b) considers the resemblance accidental and explains the Aslanbek form through 
folk-etymological association with gund ‘ball’.”° 


ER) 


keam, 3sg.aor. e-keac‘, 3sg.subj. kec -c'e ‘to live’ (Bible+); derivational base kec‘-, 
and -keac‘ as the second member of a number of compounds (Bible+); kean-k*, pl. 
tant. a-stem: acc. kean-s, loc. i kean-s, gen.-dat. ken-a-c', instr. ken-a-w-k‘ ‘life; 
living, manner of life; the course of a life; existence; property, wealth’ (Bible); 
derivatives based on ken- (Bible), ken-s- (Agat'angelos, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, etc.), 
ken-c‘- (Movses Xorenac‘i, Elise, Book of Chries, John Chrysostom, Philo, etc.); 
ken-d- in kend-an-i, ea-stem: GDSg kendanw-o-y, ISg kendane-a-w, GDPI 
kendane-a-c ', IPl kendane-a-w-k‘ adj. ‘living, alive; life-giving, refreshing’, subst. 
“being, animal’ (Bible+), kendan-anam ‘to come to life again, revive’ (Bible), a 
number of compounds based on kendan-. 
eDIAL The forms keank' and kendan(i) are widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 
566b]. 
eETYM From PIE "e"eih;-, *e"ih; or *g"h3i- ‘to live’: Skt. jivati ‘to live’, jīrá- 
*quick, active’, YAv. jira- “active, quick to understand’, Skt. gaya- m. ‘life, vital 
strength, live stock, possessions, property, residence’ and Av. gaiia- m. ‘life, vital 
strength’, YAv. gaiia- ‘name of the first man’ < *e"oih;-o-, Gr. fut. ßeiouaı, athem. 
aor. Zären, Bidva ‘to live’, Biog ‘life’, Brotog m., pioth f. ‘life’, Lat. vivere ‘to live’, 
vivus “alive, living, lively’, Osc. BIVUS, OCS zivo ‘to live’, Olr. biu, beo, Welsh byw 
‘alive’, etc.; cf. *e"ieh;-: Gr. Cam, CÓ ‘to live’, (@ov ‘living being, animal’, Toch. A 
so-, B saw- < PToch. *saw-. See Hübschmann 1897: 459; HAB 2: 565-566 with lit.; 
Pokorny 1959: 469; Mayrhofer EWaia 1, 1992: 467-468, 593-595; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 356b; for a discussion of the Greek facts, see Chantraine 1968-80: 176-177, 
402-403; Klein 1988; Adams 1999: 627-628. 

Arm. kea-m probably reflects (athematic) *e"eih;- together with Gr. fefouo, 
although further details are unclear (see Klingenschmitt 1982: 85 with references; 
Klein 1988: 258, 272; Clackson 1994: 183, 21693). A direct derivation *-eih;- > Arm. 
*-e(1)a- is difficult, so the a-conjugation seems to be secondary, unless one assumes 
*o"jihz- or the like (cf. Hübschmann 1883: 35; 1897: 459; Meillet 1936: 45; Schmitt 
1981: 64; Jahukyan 1982: 60, 176; Lindeman 1981; Olsen 1999: 772). 

The absence of palatalization of *e" in Armenian is unclear (see Jahukyan 1975: 
37; Clackson 1994: 55). Kortlandt (1975: 45; 1980a: 248 — 2003: 11-12, 17; Beekes 
2003: 177) argues that both the Balto-Slavic and the Italo-Celtic evidence point to an 
IE root *g"h3i- (see also Schrijver 1991: 245, 248-249, 526), which would also 
explain the absence of palatalization of the initial labiovelar in Armenian. Later 


70 One wonders if Pers. tegarg ‘hail’ can be derived from Arm. *t'ak-kark(ut), an unattested 
compound with rot ‘beat’; cf. Larabat *karkt-a- rot, *karkut t'akel, etc. (see Aéatean 1913: 
558a), with reversed order of the same components. 
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(2003: 12) he derives keam from *g"uih3- with metathesis from *g”hziu-. 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 148, assumes an analogical influence of the nominal forms 
such as Skt. gáya-, etc.” 

For a discussion of kea-n-k ‘, obl. ke-n-a- < *-neh;- and derivation of ke-nd- from 
*nt-, see Jahukyan 1982: 135; Olsen 1989: 225-226, 231, 233, 233-234 .; 1999: 
305-308, 318-319, 772; Clackson 1994: 111, 207-208454. 


ket, o-stem: GDSg ket-o-y, ISg kel-o-v (Bible+). Later: IPI kel-ö-k‘ (Sargis Snorhali 
/12* cent./ and “Tataran”), which formally presupposes a-stem (-a-w-k‘) ‘wound, 
sore, ulcer’? (Bible+); ketem ‘to torment, torture, afflict? (Bible): renders Gr. 
korodvvao ‘to afflict grievously’ in Exodus 1.14; ket-ek‘-em ‘to tear, rend’ 
(Bible+): renders Gr. óiaozác ‘to tear asunder’ in Hosea 13.8. 

In Deuteronomy 28.27 (Cox 1981: 184): harc'e zk'ez t[e]r kelov egiptac‘oc'n : 
zaxácoi oe küpiog Ev iksi Alyorerio. Arm. kel renders Gr. £Akog ‘wound; sore, ulcer’. 

The compound c'ar-a-ke? is mentioned in P‘awstos Buzand 4.13 (1883-1984: 
951!5 as synonymous to Zant ` Ew sksaw hatanel zor c'arakeln imn koc en, isk 
kesk'n zand anuanen; elaner i veray mardkann ew anasnoc 'n “What some call evil 
pustules and other plague began to strike, and they appeared on men and beasts"; 
translated by Garsoian (1989: 138). 

For -ek‘- Aéatyan (HAB 2: 567b) compares barek - (< bari ‘good’ + -ak‘-) and 
armat-ak -i (with armat "root L Note especially bot-ok ‘-em ‘to complain’, of-ok‘-em 
“to supplicate’. 
eDIAL According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 567b), preserved in Larabal koe ‘the outer hard 
part of a wound’, kat-a-kalel ‘to become covered with ket ’. 
eETYM Since Meillet (1894: 165; 1894b: 283), connected with Lith. gelti ‘to hurt 
severely’, géla ‘acute pain’, gelonis ‘der verhartete Eiter im Geschwür’, Russ. Zal’ 
‘pity’, Czech Zal ‘grief, pain’, OHG quelan ‘Schmerz empfinden, leiden’, OS quala 
‘pain, torture’, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 459; Pokorny 1959: 471]; cf. also, perhaps, 
Gr. féAoc, -eoc n. ‘missile, especially arrow, dart; weapon; the sting of a scorpion’, 
fédeuvov ‘arrow, javelin’, feAóvg ‘needle’, PAnua ‘throw, throwing weapon; 
wound’, Bo//e ‘to throw, hit’, etc. [HAB 2: 567b; Toporov, PrJaz 2, 1979: 142-145, 
335-336]. 

Lith. gelti points to a laryngeal after *-/-. If the Greek forms are related, one 
assumes *g"elh,- ‘hit by throwing’. For the semantic development ‘to hit, strike’ > 
‘wound’, see s.vv. xayt‘, xit‘, etc. Note also hatanem ‘to strike’, pertaining to 
C‘ar-a-ket in the above-mentioned passage from P'awstos Buzand 4.13. 

Arm. kel, o-stem, may be derived from IE s-stem neuter, cf. Gr. B&Xog, -eoc. If from 
*-[h;- one expects Arm. / rather than 7, one may explain the -7- as analogical after the 
verb ketem from a nasal present *g”el-n-H-, cf. Ion.-Att. fjá&AAc and Arc. ó£AAc, with 
geminate -44-. (For *-In- > Arm. -t-, see 2.1.22.8). See also Olsen 1999: 52. 

According to Jahukyan (1963a: 91; 1967: 197; 1982: 60 [misprinted as beier) 
1987: 128 [with a question mark]), *keferj ‘complaint, grievance, pain’ (q.v.) 
belongs here too. For the semantics he compares Russ. Záloba ‘complaint, 
grievance’ vs. Zalet’ ‘to begrudge, pity’ and Zalit’ ‘to bite, sting’. If indeed related, 
ket-erj may be derived from *eg"elH-r-i(h;)- or *-r- ieh;-. 


7! One may also think of an influence of kam ‘to stay, rest, dwell’. 
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For the meaning of Larabat kae? ‘the outer hard part of a wound’, cf. Lith. gelonis 
‘der verhärtete Eiter im Geschwür’. 

The absence of palatalization of the initial velar in Armenian makes the 
etymology problematic. Jahukyan (1982: 59-60), however, considers the 
palatalization of *g and St to be facultative. 

Earlier attempts treating ket as borrowed from Gr. knAn, Att. kaln ‘tumour, 
especially rupture, hernia; hump’ are rightly rejected by Aécaryan (HAB 2: 567b). A 
word which is richly attested in a variety of forms (kel-ek‘-, *kel-erj, etc.) and has 
been preserved in an extremely Eastern dialect can hardly be a Greek loan. 


*kel ‘crooked’, only in the compound ke#-a-karc ‘doubtful’, attested in Yovhannes 
Ojnec'i (8" cent.) onwards. Spelled also as kat-a-karc. 
eETYM According to NHB (1:1081b), kel-a-karc, kat-a-karc is composed of kat 
‘lame’ (cf. xe? ‘mutilated, lame, crooked’) and karc ‘opinion, supposition’: xe? kam 
kat karceok'. Basically the same is assumed by Acaryan (HAB 2: 490-491), who 
treats the compound as containing *ke/ ‘crooked’, identical with ka? ‘lame’ and 
etymologically perhaps related with xe? and set (see s.vv.), and karc. For the vocalic 
difference he mentions Georg. k’eli ‘lame’ which he takes as a loan from Armenian 
kat ‘lame’ and *ket ‘crooked’. Viredaz (2003: 6422) does not mention this view. He 
points out that the first element of the component is of unknown meaning, and 
questions: “cf. kete *false'?". 

Pedersen (1906: 379 = 1982: 157), with reservation, identifies *ke? with the PIE 
word for ‘two’ with the sound change *dw- > k-. This is accepted by Kortlandt 
(2003: 92, 95) who reconstructs *dwel-. However, there is no trace of Arm. *ke 
‘two’ or ‘double’ elsewhere, and PIE *dwel- is not corroborated by any cognate 
form. The “internal” etymology (NHB, Aéaryan), therefore, seems preferable. 

See also s.v. erku ‘two’ and 2.1.22.6. 


*kelerj probably ‘complaint, grievance, pain’: only in keterj-akan, which is frequent 
in Grigor Magistros (11" cent.). 
@ETYM See s.v. ke! ‘wound, sore’. 


*ke€‘i ‘birch’, perhaps also ‘larch’. 

As a dialectal word in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1064a. In Galen, keci/kec ‘i 
corresponds to Gr. Adpié ‘larch, Larix europaea; Venice turpentine; coagulum’ (see 
Alisan 1895: 310; Greppin 1985: 69). 
eDIAL Ararat, Lori, Larabat (kic 'i), Širak, Mu$ [Amatuni 1912: 337b; Acarean 1913: 
563b]. See also Alisan 1895: 310 (also keci). 

Perhaps here belongs Sasun gend 'eni or gend ‘ani ‘a kind of tree with reddish bark 
that kindles like a candle’ (see Petoyan 1954: 111; 1965: 95, 454). For the epenthetic 
nasal frequent before affricates, see 2.1.29 and 2.1.30.1. That the bark of the tree 
kec'i kindles easily is seen in e.g. G. Hakobyan 1974: 264. 
eETYM Jahukyan (1987: 296, cf. 264) considers *kec'i to be a loan from a Finno- 
Ugric source, cf. Finn. dial. kaski ‘offshoot of birch’, Karel. kaski ‘birch’, Udmurt. 
kyz-, etc. This is uncertain. The meaning ‘birch’ is recent here (Petri Kallio, p.c.).”” 


72 Any relation with Finno-Ugrian *kecye or *käc3 ‘juniper’ (on which see Campbell 1990: 
155)? 
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I alternatively propose a derivation from PIE *g”etu- ‘resin’: Skt. jatu- n. ‘lac, 
gum’, NPers. dial. žad ‘gum’, Pashto Zawla ‘resin’, Lat. bitimen (< dial.) ‘a kind of 
mineral pitch found in Palestine and Babylon’, PWGm. *k"eöu-: OEngl. cwidu 
‘resin’, Germ. Kitt, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 480; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 565; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 500a), and especially Olr. beithe ‘box-tree’ [Kelly 1976: 115] 
< *betuia, MWelsh bedw ‘birches’ < *betua < *betuia (Pokorny ibid.; Schrijver 
1995: 326), Welsh bedwen, Breton bezvenu ‘birch’, Lat. (< Gaul.) betul(l)a ‘birch’, 
Alb. bléteze (see P. Friedrich 1970: 149). 

Arm. *kec‘-i may derive from QIE *e"er(u)-iieh;-, cf. the Celtic form. For *-ti- 
Arm. *-c-, see 2.1.22.1; for the absence of palatalization of the initial labiovelar, see 
2.1.14. The Armenian form is close to the Celtic both formally and semantically. 
Compare also kiw ‘tree pitch, mastic, chewing-gum’ which too (1) comes from an 
old *u-stem; (2) belongs to the same semantic sphere; (3) is related with Celtic (and 
Slavic) closely (see s.v.). 

Sasun jedu *pitch produced on the stalk of a thorny plant called p 'sagaz which 1s 
gathered, dried and used as glue’ [Petoyan 1954: 154; 1965: 519] may be a recent 
borrowing from Persian (see above) or Kurdish. 


ker ‘curved, crooked’, in MidArm.; cf. also kr-a-cag ‘with curved edge (of a beak)’ in 
Grigor Narekac‘i, and kr-a-poz “with curved horns’ in Grigor Magistros), etc. [HAB 
2: 574a], which presuppose *kif or *kur. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 2: 574a]. 
eETYM See s.v. kor ‘curved, crooked’. 


ker-, suppletive aorist of utem ‘to eat’ (q.v.): 1sg ker-a-y, 3sg ker-a-w and e-ker (rich 
evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1222-1226; Klingenschmitt 1982: 
279), ker-ot, -awt ‘eating, devouring’ (Bible+, for a discussion, see Clackson 1994: 
21463; Olsen 1999: 649-650); ker, o-stem: GDSg ker-o-y, GDPI ker-o-c‘ ‘food 
(especially of animals); bait’ (Agat‘angetos, John Chrysostom, Philo, Zgon-A frahat, 
T'ovmay Arcruni, Aristakes Lastivertc‘i, Nerses Lambronac‘i, etc.); -ker in a 
number of compunds; kerakur, o-stem: GDSg kerekr-o-y, ISg kerakr-o-v, GDPI 
kerakr-o-c‘, IPl kerakr-o-v-k‘ ‘food’ (Bible+), kerakrem ‘to feed’ (Bible+); kur 
‘food (of animals)’, also -kur as the second member of a number of compounds 
(Bible+). 
@DIAL Aor. ker-a- and the nouns ker and kerakur are ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 
2: 576a]. Some dialects (Mus, Alaskert, Moks, Salmast, etc.) have kerakul instead of 
kerakur, the final -/ being due to contamination with kul- ‘swallow’ [HAB 2: 576a] 
(typologically cf. Toporov PrJaz [e-h], 1979: 349). Textual illustrations for kerakul 
and a denominative verb keraklel can be found e.g. in a Mus folk-tale racorded in 
Alek'sandrapol in 1915 (HZHek* 13, 1985: 218, lines 1, 17, 26). 
eETYM Derived from PIE *e"erh;- ‘to swallow, devour’: Gr. Bopd ‘fodder (of a 
predator)’, fifpcioxco ‘to devour’, Lat. voro, -äre ‘to devour, engulf, eat greedily’ (a 
denominative, see Schrijver 1991: 217), Skt. gar’, girati ‘to devour, swallow’, YAv. 
garo f.pl. ‘throats’, aspö.garam nara.garam ‘who swallows horses (and) who 
swallows men’ (for Iranian forms, see Cheung 2007: 109), Lith. gérti, geriu ‘to 
drink’, OCS po-zreti ‘to eat (of animals), devour’, ORuss. Zerati,lsg. Zeru, Russ. 
Zrat’, Zru ‘to eat (of animals), gobble’, etc., see Hiibschmann 1897: 459-460; HAB 
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2: 575-576 with references; Pokorny 1959: 474; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 469- 
470; Mallory/Adams 1997: 175b. 

Arm. aor. ker-a- has been derived from the IE athematic root aorist *g”erh;-: 3sg 
e-ker < *e-kera(-t") < *e-g"erhst, and 3sg ker-a-w is considered analogical after the 
medial aorists (Klingenschmitt 1982: 21166, 279, 279;; Kortlandt 1987a: 50 = 2003: 
80; Weitenberg 1989a: 112; differently Lindeman 1982: 40). On the other hand, e- 
ker is taken as reflecting a thematic *e-g"erh;-e-t (Beekes 1969: 234; Lindeman 
1982: 40; K. Schmidt 1990: 4342; Olsen 1999: 650). Further see s.v. utem ‘to eat’. 

Arm. ker, o-stem ‘food’ derives from *g"orh;-o-: Skt. gará- m. ‘drink, liquid’; cf. 
also Gr. Gong ‘fodder (of a predator)’. The -e- of the Armenian noun may have been 
taken from the verb. This would explain the absence of palatalization of the initial 
labiovelar, which was preserved in the noun and extended to the verb (cf. Meillet 
1936: 73; Kortlandt 1975: 44 = 2003: 11). Further on Ze" unpalatalized in Armenian, 
see Clackson 1994: 55. 

The reduplicated form ker-a-kur ‘food’ probably reflects an older iterative 
reduplication of the type of adj-a-m-ulj ‘darkness, twilight" (q.v.), etc., see 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 211-212g6; Weitenberg 1989a: 111-112 (a slightly different 
type is reflected in karkut ‘hail’, mamul ‘press’, mamut ‘moss’), thus *eg"er;-g"orh;- 
> kera-kur, or first *ker-kur with a subsequent adjustment to the productive type of 
compounds with the a-conjunction. The underlying pattern may be seen in Greek 
&öoön ‘food, meal’ (see s.v. utem ‘tom eat’). Further see Olsen 1999: 757 and 757107, 
with a comparison with Skt. garagir- and an explanation of kur through the 
rounding of *-r- caused by the neighbouring labiovelar *g”, as in kul ‘swallow’. For 
a further discussion on kerakur and kur cf. mamul and *mul/l (see s.v. malem ‘to 
grind, crush"). 

A reduplication of the zero-grade root (cf. Gr. fopá, etc.) is seen in kokord 
‘throat’, which can be derived from *g"o-g"orh;-t/d'(r)V- or the like, cf. OHG 
querdar ‘bait’, Gr. fápadpov n. ‘gape, cleft, gorge’; further note Czech hrdlo, Russ. 
górlo, etc. ‘throat’ from *eg"rh;-tlóm, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 460; HAB 2: 619a; 
Greppin 1981b: 5; Jahukyan 1987: 129; Pokorny 1959: 474; Olsen 1999: 189, 
189350). The appurtenance of Gr. fápatpov to this PIE etymon is doubted, however 
(see Beekes 1969: 193, 233-234). 


kés, o-stem: GSg kis-o-y, GPI kis-o-c‘, LocSg i kis-um (Eznik Kotbac‘i, 5" cent.); 
later also i-stem: GDPI kis-i-c‘ (Grigor Magistros, 11" cent.) “half” (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. In Havarik‘, Marala, C'aylu: kosór < kes-ör 
‘midday’ [HAB 2: 582b; Davt‘yan 1966: 395], with a vocalic assimilation. 
eETYM Pedersen (1906: 398, 400 = 1982: 176, 178) derives from the PIE word for 
‘two’ reconstructing *dwoiko-, next to *dwoukd- > Arm. koys ‘side’. This is not 
accepted by Aéaryan (HAB 2: 582a), and the word is mostly viewed as of unknown 
origin [Jahukyan 1987: 269; 1990: 72 (sem. field Nr 13); Olsen 1999: 963]. 
Kortlandt (1989: 48, 50 — 2003: 92, 95) is more positive and takes the word as 
another case reflecting the development *dw- > Arm. k- (on this see 2.1.22.6). 

The semantic relationship ‘side, part, region’ : ‘half is possible, cf. Skt. ardha- 
‘side, part, region’ ` ardhá- ‘half? (RV+). However, this etymology is improbable in 
view of the absence of cognate forms which would corroborate the reconstructton. 
Furthermore, koys ‘side’ (q.v.) is an Iranian loan and has nothing to do with the 
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word for ‘two’. The same perhaps holds for kës, although no Iranian correspondent 
is indicated [Viredaz 2003: 64]. Earlier, Jahukyan (1967: 143) suggested a 
derivation from PIE *ken- ‘to rub, scrape off’, which is untenable. 


két,, i-stem : GDSg kit-i in Agat'angelos, Plato; GDPI kit-i-c ‘in Dionysius Thrax and 
Grigor Magistros (here, in the same passage, -kit-o-v-k‘ in compounds [NHB 1: 
1094c]) ‘point, dot (in varous senses, such as of time, appointment)’ (Agat‘angetos, 
Ełišē, etc.), ‘goal, purpose’ (Philippians 3.14 = Gr. oxozd¢), ‘target? (Book of 
Chries), ‘centre’ (Plato), ‘odd’ (Arak‘el Vardapet, 15" cent); kit-uac, o-stem 
‘stigma, dotted ornament’ (IPI kituac-o-v-k' in Canticum 1.10/11: handerj kituacovk' 
arcat'oy ` ETO ouyuáov TOD Apyvpiov), kitak ‘canon, rule’ (Dawit‘ Anyalt‘), etc. 
eDIAL Juta ket ‘time’ (e.g. d ur es kets “by now"); Larabat koet, Zeyt‘un, Sué‘ava ged 
(the meaning is not specified; I assume ‘point, dot’; for an illustration in Larabal, see 
Davt‘yan 1966: 395); Akn ket ‘obstacle’; Bulanox ket ‘odd’ (cf. ket ‘odd’ attested in 
Arak'el Vardapet, 15^ cent.), in Northern and Eastern dialects (T‘iflis, Lori, Ganjak, 
Larabal, etc.) with an epenthetic -n-: kent ‘odd’; cf. also Georgian k’ent’i *odd', etc. 
[HAB 2: 583b]. Nor Naxijewan *ker-ik ‘appointed time’ (see Acarean 1913: 565b). 
@ETYM See s.vv. ket; ‘a kind of biting fly'and *kic- ‘to bite’. 


ket; ‘a kind of fly that bites donkeys and cattle’. 

Attested only in the fabels by Mxit'ar Goš (12-13" cent., Ganjak). 

@DIAL Larabat ket ‘a kind of fly that chases calfs’, Larabal, Ganjak ket anel ‘to run 
away suddenly (said of calfs)’ [Acarean 1913: 565b; HAB 2: 583b], Goris ket ‘a 
kind of fly’ and ket anel ‘to run away (to avoid the bite of ket)’ [Margaryan 1975: 
411b]. For Metri, Atayan (1974: 275b, 307) records kéttil ‘to run away swiftly’, with 
geminate -tt-, and kaétil. 

Aéaryan (HAB 2: 583b) questions: “is it identical with Mus Duer ‘biting fly’?” 

M. Muradyan (1962: 210a) records Satax zarket‘: isametu ‘bumble-bee’ in her 
glossary of purely dialectal words; see also HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 409b. I think 
this is a compound with ket ‘a biting fly’. The first member can be identified with 
dial. zar ‘rude, uncivilized’ (HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 409b), meaning also ‘step-’ in 
e.g. Moks zar-bab ‘step-father’ (which, see Orbeli 2002: 222, 250). The basic 
meaning of the compound would be, then, something like ‘wild or fierce 
bumble-bee’. Note also dial. zř-ik ‘male ass’ found in Malxaseanc‘ HBB 2: 38b. If 
this word is relevant, the compound would parallel the synonym is-a-metu 
“bumble-bee’, literally ‘donkey-bee’. 

Next to zarket' one also finds dial. zrkec ‘yellow bumble-bee’, with a final -c 
(Malxaseanc‘, HayBac'Bar 2: 38b). Apparently, the first component is taken by 
Malxasyanc‘ as identical with zar ‘yellow’ (see s.v. *del-ez ‘bee, bumble-bee’). 
Note also kov-a-kez ‘a kind of bright-coloured beetle, Buprestis mariana’ (op. cit. 
473b). 
eETYM Found and interpreted (with the dialectal material) by Acaryan [HAB 2: 
583b]. He does not mention any etymological attempt. According to Jahukyan, the 
word belongs with ker; ‘point, dot, etc.’ and *kic- ‘to bite’ (see s.vv.). 

Note that dial. zrkec ‘bumble-bee’, with a final -c, can be seen as an interesting 
intermediary between ket ‘a biting fly’ and *kic- ‘to bite’ (unless it has been 
influenced by dial. *kec < kayc ‘spark’). Note also kic ‘an annoying insect’. 
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*kt*- ‘to faint, become weak, feeble’: kt -uc'eal ‘weak, feeble, faint’ (Bible+), ‘to 
faint from thirst (Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i), kt -ot ‘feeble, weak’ (Bible+); dial. 
‘to become tired’. 
eDIAL Marala k ‘it‘el ‘to become tired’ (Garegin k‘h. Petrosean apud Aéarean 1926: 
100 and HAB 2: 584a). 
eETYM No acceptable etymology (see HAB 2: 584a; Jahukyan 1967: 301; 1987: 
262). 

Perhaps related with nk ‘t‘em ‘to starve, faint from hunger’ (q.v.). 


*kic-, kcanem, 3sg.aor. (e)kic, imper. kic ‘to bite; to sting’ (Bible+), kcem ‘to feel 
sting/pain’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i, 5" cent.), ‘to torment’ (Nersés Lambronac‘i, 12" cent.), 
‘to bite, sting’ (Paterica); kic ‘strong itching’ (Anania Sirakac‘i /7^ cent./, etc.), ‘an 
annoying insect’ (ISg kc-o-v, see s.v. anic); -kic, as a second member of numerous 
compounds; kskic (from reduplicated *kic-kic) ‘pain’ (Ephrem, John Chrysostom; in 
verbs and derivatives — Bible+); kc-u ‘bitter, sharp, cruel, etc.’ (Ephrem, John 
Chrysostom, etc.); z-kc-im ‘to become angry, etc.’ (Bible+); dial. kic ‘sting of 
scorpions, serpents, etc.’ in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘, rendering xayt‘-oc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 
138“); MidArm. kc/émt‘el ‘to pinch’ (see s.v. ém- ‘to squeeze, press’); dial. čič 
‘the sting of a mosquito’, etc. 
eDIAL *kcel ‘to bite’ and kc-u ‘bitter, sharp’ are widespread in the dialects. Note 
also Axalc'xa, Mus, Sebastia, etc. *kic ‘sting of scorpions, serpents, etc.’. The verb 
*kéel is present in Axalc‘xa, Hamsen, Polis, Rodost‘o, Sebastia, Zeyt‘un; in Nor 
Naxijewan it means ‘to burn (e.g. by cold)’; Ararat cic ‘the sting of a mosquito’, etc. 
[HAB 2: 587ab]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 587) accepts none of the numerous etymologies, including 
the one suggested by Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 308; 2: 31) who connected with 
Arm. kit-uac, o-stem ‘stigma, dotted ornament’ (Canticum), kitak ‘canon, rule’ 
(Dawit‘ Anyalt‘) and Germanic word for ‘to tickle’: OIc. kitla, OHG kizzilön, Engl. 
kittle, etc., as well as with Arm. kayc ‘spark’, kaytar ‘vivid, energetic’, Olc. heitr 
‘hot’, hiti, hita ‘heat’, Lith. skaidrus ‘hell, klar’, etc. The second set of comparison 
(i.e. OIc. heitr ‘hot’, etc.) is also problematic with respect to the Armenian anlaut. 
On the Armenian forms with -f, see s.v. ket, ‘point, etc.’. 

Arm.-Germ. *geid- ‘stechen, kitzeln’ is accepted in Pokorny 1959: 356; Jahukyan 
1965: 256; 1967: 174, 197 (with alternative etymologies); 1972: 286; 1982: 60, 61, 
64; 1987: 124; Olsen 1999: 544 (who stresses kituac as directly derived from *kit- « 
*o "iq-). All of these scholars follow Scheftelowitz also in deriving Armenian -c 
from *-dy-, which in fact, I believe, would yield c; for c one needs *g or *ds. Thus, 
only cic and kic fit in this explanation (cf. Jahukyan 1982: 59). Theoretically, the 
absence of palatalization in the anlaut of kič might be explained by dissimilatory 
influence of -c, see 2.1.14. 

According to Jahukyan (see the references above), here belongs also Ket; ‘a kind 
of biting fly’ (q.v.). The connection of this word with *kic- ‘to bite’ makes sense at 
least from the semantic point of view. Note especially dial. zr-kec ‘bumble-bee’, 
with a final -c. 

In view of the formal problems (note also the root structure — with two voiced 
unaspirated stops) and the absence of cognates outside Armenian and Germanic, I 
conclude that the etymology is uncertain, although it is worth of further 
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consideration. I would also introduce Kt-7- ‘to burn with desire’ (John Chrysostom, 
Book of Chries, Severian of Gabala) and especially xt-/(-t)- ‘to tickle’ (Bible; 
widespread in the dialects); see s.vv. The -7- of these forms may be seen as a 
(typological, at least) match to *-/- of Olc. kitla, etc. ‘to tickle’. As my colleague 
Guus Kroonen suggests to me, Proto-Germanic *kit-I- may be “a novel root based 
on the cuchy cuchy (Dutch kiele kiele) speech act that is performed when people are 
threatening to tickle someone". The words meaning ‘tickle’ are often of 
onomatopoeic origin, cf. Engl. tickle, Alemannic dial. zicklen, etc. (a metathesized 
form of *kit-I-), Gr. yapyaAíGo, etc. This phenomenon may have played a role in 
forming Arm. kt-t- and, especially, xt-7-t- (nowadays the Armenian pronounce e.g. 
xatatata! when tickling the children; see s.v. *xt-i?), although it cannot explain the 
whole group of words, to which one also may add kayt ‘spot’ : kayc ‘spark’ : kt-(u)t- 
‘to torment’ (Bible, Agat'angelos, etc.; dialects of HamSen, Lazax, etc.). Note also 
Georgian-Zan *yitin- ‘to tickle’ which, according to Klimov (1998: 229-230), 
“contains an element of sound symbolism” and can be compared with Arm. xitil 
(read xti?) and Udi xitik. 

Though some formal details are not clear, the group két ‘point, dot’ : *k(i)c- ‘to 
bite, sting; to torment; pain; bitter, sharp’ : kayc ‘spark’: kt-7- ‘burning desire’ : 
kt-(u)t- ‘to torment’ : kayt- ‘vivid, energetic’ : kayt ‘mark’ : PGerm. *kit-I- ‘to tickle’ 
seems to correspond both formally and semantically to the following group: xayt : 
xayc : *xayt-ut- ‘spot, etc.’ : xt-H- ‘to tickle; to excite’, dial. xut-ut ‘tickle’, etc. 

According to the etymology proposed by Lidén (1934a: 1-4) and reflected in 
Pokorny 1959: 356 (see also Jahukyan 1982: 60 and 61, representing both 
etymologies), Arm. *kic- ‘to bite’ derives from PIE *geig-: Oss. änyezun ‘gären’, 
lith. gizti “sauer werden’, gaizus, gizus ‘ranzig, bitter, mürrisch’, gaizti ‘bitter 
werden’, etc. Neither this is totally convincing. The semantics matches kc-u ‘bitter’. 
However, this is an u-derivation from *kic- ‘to bite’. On the formal side cf. what has 
been said above on the other etymology. 

If the connection of két ‘point, dot, etc.’ with the other words is not accepted, one 
might treat it as borrowed from an unattested Iranian *ker, cf. Skt. keta- ‘mark, sign’, 
ketu- m. ‘appearance, mark’ (RV+). Note also Arm. kayt (prob.) ‘mark on marble’ 
(hapax, 13-14" cent). In view of the vocalism, this form, if related, may 
theoretically have been borrowed from Mitanni-Aryan *kait- (cf. eka- ‘one’ vs. 
Mitanni aika-). See also s.v. *kit ‘shine’ or ‘clear’. 


kin, GDSg knoj, AblSg i knoj-e, ISg kn-a-w, NPI kan-ay-k‘, APl kan-ay-s, GDPI kan- 
an-c‘, IPI kan-am-b-k‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 784- 
790); GDPI kan-a-c‘ (Book of Chries, etc.); ISg kn-oj-a-w, GDPI kn-oj-an-c‘ (John 
Chrysostom) ‘woman; wife’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, everywhere (apart from Svedia gen) hypocoristic 
kn-ik [HAB 2: 590a]. 
eETYM From PIE *e"én-(e)h;, gen. *g"n-éh;-s ‘woman’: Skt. jáni- f. ‘woman, 
wife’, OAv. jani- f. ‘woman, wife’, YAv. jaini- f. “woman, wife’, MPers. NPers. zan 
‘wife’, Parth. jn, pl. jnym ‘wife’ vs. Skt. gná- f. ‘divine female, mistress, lady’, OAv. 
gana- f. ‘woman’, YAv. yand- f. ‘woman’ (Indo-Iran. *janH-s, gen. *gnaH-s), Gr. 
yový, gen. yovaikdc, voc. "um < *yovaık, Boeot. Bava f. “wife, woman’, Olr. ben, 
gen. mná ‘woman, wife’, Goth. gino f. ‘wife’ < *e"en-eh;-n-, OCS Zeng ‘woman, 
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wife’, Russ. Zend ‘wife’, Luw. vana- ‘woman’ (Gusmani 1985), Toch. A säm, B sana 
f. ‘woman, wife’ vs. Toch. A k,li, B kliye ‘woman’ (Adams 1999: 224-225, 621), etc. 
Hübschmann 1883: 88,; 1897: 460; HAB 2: 589-590 with lit. (the earliest reference 
is to Awetik'ean 1815, with comparison to the Greek and Persian forms); Pokorny 
1959: 473; Toporov PrJaz [e-h] 1979: 207-210; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 503-504, 
568-569; Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 648. 

The stem "-eh;- is reflected in ISg kn-a-w and GDPI kan-a-c‘ vs. kan-an-c‘, 
which is analogical after ayr, aran-c' *man'. PArm. *kan-ay- is most probably 
identical with Gr. yovai-x- and may be derived from *e"n(e)h;-i(h5)-, *e"nnh;ei- or 
the like. For a discussion of these and related issues, see Hübschmann ibid.; Meillet 
1894: 155; 1936: 84; Meillet p.c. apud HAB 2: 589a; Pedersen 1906: 398 = 1982: 
176 (treating NPI kanay-k' as originally a singular collective in *-ati-); Charpentier 
1909: 252-254; HAB 2: 588-589; Pisani 1950: 170, 182-183; Jahukyan 1959: 182- 
183, 264; Hamp 1959-60: 200-203; 1979; Solta 1960: 168f; Frisk 1: 334-335; van 
Windekens 1964; Chantraine 1968-80: 242-243; Beekes 1969: 14765, 177; 1976: 16- 
17; 1995: 185; Godel 1975: 74; Szemerényi 1977: 7475; Schmitt 1981: 107; 
Bonfante 1981: 64; Klingenschmitt 1982: 1483; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 294-295; 
SaradZeva 1986: 241-242; E. Mkrt&‘yan 1992: 72-74; Rix 1992: 148-149; Stempel 
1994: 10; Clackson 1994: 72 and espec. 136-137; Olsen 1999: 172-174; Matzinger 
2005: 83-84. 

For a discussion on kn-oj, see Meillet 1936: 84; HAB 4: 628a; Godel 1975: 104; 
Kortlandt 1984a: 100 = 2003: 47; Clackson 1994: 63-64, 21337, 21339; Olsen 1999: 
173-174; Matzinger 2005: 83-84, 107-108. 

According to Kortlandt (1975: 44 — 2003: 11; see also Klingenschmitt 1982: 
1485; Beekes 2003: 177), the unpalatalized initial k- was taken from the plural 
kanayk' or from the oblique cases of the singular. 


*kit ‘shine’ or “clear, limpid': akan-a-kit ‘clear, limpid (of water, pearl, star, light, 
words, instruction)’. 

5" cent. onwards. E.g., in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) 1.16 (1904=1985: 27°"; 
transl. Thomson 1991: 62-63): ystak ew akanakit vardapetut‘iwn srboy ew 
arak'elanman hayrapetin Grigori ` “the pure and limpid instruction of the holy and 
apostle-like patriarch Gregory”. In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.12 (1913=1991: 39"'; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 89): akanakit albiwrk' “limpid streams". In “Yalags vardavarin 
xorhrdoy" attributed to Movses Xorenac‘i: akanakit alberac‘ [MovsXorenMaten 
1865: 328°] 
eETYM The compound akan-a-kit is taken as ‘shiny like a jewel’ and, thus, derived 
from akn in the meaning ‘jewel, gem’ [NHB 1: 22a; HAB 1: 107b; 2: 592b], 
whereas the synonymous akn-a-vcit ‘clear, limpid’, attested twice in T‘ovmay 
Arcruni /Ananun/ referring to atbiwr ‘spring, fountain’ (see s.v. akn ‘eye; jewel; 
source, etc.’), is considered a derivative based on ‘spring, source’ [NHB 1: 26a; 
HAB 1: 107b], basically meaning, thus: ‘having a limpid source/spring’. In fact, 
akan-a-kit could also be based on akn (oblique akan-, e.g. AblSg y-akan-é) ‘spring, 
source’. Given the structural and semantic parallelism between akan-a-kit and 
akn-a-vcit, one may interpret them as reflecting ‘limpid as a spring’. 

Aéaryan (HAB 2: 592-593) assumes that *kit means ‘shine, reflection’ and does 
not offer an etymological explanation. Jahukyan (1967: 187) suggests a connection 
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with Skt. sveta- “white, bright’ (RV+), etc. listing *kit among words that, according 
to him, show an aberrant absence of palatalization of *K-. which is not convincing. 

I hypothetically propose a complete parallelism between not only the compounds 
akan-a-kit and akn-a-vcit, but also a semantic and possibly also etymological 
identity of their second members *kit ‘shiny, limpid’ and vcit, both ‘limpid’. The 
latter has been treated as an Iranian loan (cf. Pahl. vicrtak ‘chosen’), although the 
etymology is uncertain [HAB 4: 346b; Jahukyan 1987: 510, 565]; cf. also MPers. 
and Parth. wcyd ‘chosen’, Pahl. vicitan ‘to separate, distinguish’; see Nyberg 1974: 
211a (with Arm. vcit); Boyce 1977: 90. Theoretically, thus, the synonyms *kit and 
*cit- may be seen as unpalatalized and palatalized reflexes of a single root. 

Further, note OCS Cist» ‘clean, pure’, Sln. céstiti ‘castrate, tear off’, Lith. skystas 
‘thin (of liquids)’, skaistus ‘bright’, Latv. skists ‘liquid, thin (of fabric), clean, clear’, 
etc. < *(s)kid-to-, from *skid- ‘to split’: Lat. scindö ‘to split, cleave, tear apart; to 
separate’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 4, 1977: 121-122, with lit.); cf. Skt. vi-chitti- £. 
‘interruption, disturbance’ (KS+), Pahl. wsstn’ /wisistan/ ‘to break, split’, etc. (on 
the latter, see also Périkhanian 1985: 78; Hovhannisyan 1990: 261). 

Alternatively, *kit is somehow related with Skt. keta- ‘mark, sign’, ketu- m. 
‘appearance, mark’ (RV+), Arm. kayt ‘mark on marble’, etc. (see s.v. *kic- ‘to 
bite’)? 

Uncertain. 


kic‘ ‘together, united, conjoined’ (Bible+), ‘close, near’ (Cyril of Alexandria); kc ‘em 
‘to join, unite’ (Bible+). Later: kuc* ‘handful, two palms joined’ (Yaysmawurk‘; see 
also dial.). 
eDIAL The verb is present in numerous dialects. As for kic‘ and kuc‘, the former has 
been preserved in Hamsen, Larabal, Lazax, Mus, Akn, Sebastia (in MuS: kic‘k‘, a 
frozen plural; Larabat has both kic ‘and *kic -k' > kisk‘), whereas the latter — in Van, 
Moks, Ozim, Marata, Akn, Aparan, Lazax. All mean ‘handful, two palms joined’ 
[HAB 2: 596-597]. 
eETYM Usually (Meillet, Pedersen, Kortlandt, etc.) derived from *dui-sk- (cf. OHG 
zwisk ‘double’); for the discussion, see Kortlandt 2003: 91-95; Olsen 1999: 269-271. 
For objections on the semantics, see Viredaz 2003: 645. Discussing the 
counter-evidence for the development *dw- > Arm. -rk-, Beekes (2003: 200) 
considers kic‘ < *dui-sk- “most convincing” and takes erkic‘-s ‘twice, again’ (see 
s.v. erku ‘two’) as ‘modernized’ after the new form of the word for ‘two’ (i.e. erku) 
and points out that kic‘ “therefore developed a more remote meaning (from '*two 
together)". 

The derivation from  *g"i-s£- [fahukyan 1987: 249] < PIE  *e"ei- 
*zusammendràngen, einschließen, einpferchen’ (cf. OIc. Avia ‘einpferchen’, etc.) is 
improbable since it is semantically remote, and the status of the PIE word is 
uncertain. Elsewhere (op. cit. 609-610) Jahukyan treats kic‘ as an ECauc borrowing, 
cf. Tindi xuyle ‘knot’, etc. 


kiw, o-stem ‘tree pitch, mastic, chewing-gum', perhaps also ‘pine-tree’ (see below); 


ku-eni 'pine-tree, larch’: Galen (= Gr. zíroc), Geoponica, etc. [NHB 1: 1101a, 
1122ab; Alisan 1895: 335; HAB 2: 597a; Greppin 1985: 90]. 
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The only cited independent evidence for kiw is ku-oy krez "pitch of kiw” in a 
medieval dictionary. Since krez means ‘pitch’, ku-oy krez should be interpreted as 
“pitch of pine-tree". Now we also find ISg ku-o-v in Geoponica (see MijHayBar 1, 
1987: 398b). 
eDIAL Axalc'xa kiv, Xotorjur, Hamsen giv ‘chewing-gum’; the tree: Hamsen gavani, 
Trapizon *kueni ‘= Turk. /sagaz alaco/ [Aéatean 1913: 600-601; 1947: 238, 239]; 
Xotorjur kui ‘Abies excelsa, = Turk. /sagaz alac/ [Yus$amXotorj 1964: 473a], or, more 
precisely, gvi [HAB 2: 5972]. In Xotorjur, the tar of this tree is called *p is. 
eETYM Liden (1906: 68) derived from *gieu- ‘to chew’: Slav. *Zovati, Pers. javidan 
‘to chew’, etc. Note especially Russ. Zivica, etc. ‘tree pitch, soft resin’ [Saradzeva 
1981: 162; 1986: 64] and Olr. br ‘tree pitch’ < Seng, [Thurneysen 1937: 301-302; 
Pokorny 1959: 400, 482; Jahukyan 1987: 129]. The connection of Arm. kiw with the 
Slavic and the Celtic 1s attractive, although it is uncertain whether they all belong 
with *gieu- ‘to chew’. P. Friedrich and Adams (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 500a) 
assume *e"ih;uo- ‘pitch’ and note: “presumably a derivative of *e"ieh;- ‘live’ as the 
tree’s ‘living matter". 

If an old *u-stem (*g"iH-u-), note synonymous PIE *g”et-u- ‘resin’, on which see 
s.v. *kec -i ‘birch’. Pisani (1950: 170) derives Arm. kiw from *g"itu-. 

Jahukyan (1975: 37) mentions kiw among cases displaying absence of 
palatalization of velars. If this word is indeed related with the PIE verb for ‘live’, the 
absence of palatalization might be explained by the influence of the etymologically 
related (or folk-etymologically associated; note Russ. Zivica ‘tree pitch, soft resin’ 
vs. Zivoj ‘living’) keam ‘to live’. Alternatively: a substratum word. 
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eDIAL Larabat *klmbos (jocular) ‘a rich man’; Trapizon *klmpur, Hamšen *klinpur 
‘a chain hanging down from the ceiling on the hearth’; Van klmpoz ‘beet’. 
eETYM These three words are recorded by Acaryan (1913: 574a) as separate entries. 
Jahukyan (1972: 287-288; 1987: 124, 275) connects them to each other, as well as 
with dial. *kl-or ‘spheric, ball-shaped; round’ (q.v.), etc. and derives from *gel-, 
*clamp, clasp'. Uncertain. For a further discussion, see Bläsing 1995: 64. 

On the other hand, note Pers. kulunba *almond-cake; a ball, Afgh. Pers. kulumba 
*dicker, dickbáuchiger Mensch', etc. (on which see Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 63, 79). 


*klor 'spheric, ball-shaped; round’. 
eDIAL [ACarean 1913: 575a]. 
eETYM See s.v. *klmp/b-; also Jahukyan 1985: 153; 1990: 66. Further, compare 
Cabolov 1, 2001: 401-402. 


knjni ‘Ulmus campestris L.’ (according to Béguinot/Diratzouyan 1912: 37"), 
attested only in Hexaemeron (see K. Muradyan 1984: 144'7, 374b). Ali&an (1895: 
320) also mentions knj-eni ‘elm’. 
eDIAL Acaryan (HAB 2: 609b) does not record any dialectal forms. There is Sasun 
knjni ‘a kind of tree with hard wood’ (see Petoyan 1954: 136; 1965: 491; according 
to HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 120b, also a shrub) which, I think, may be identical with 
ClArm. knjni. The consonant shift having taken place in Sasun (see Petoyan 1954: 
13, 20ff) implies, however, that Sasun knjni, if reliable, presupposes an older 
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*enj/cni. It is uncertain whether Havarik‘ knjin ‘the core of an acorn or a walnut? 
(see HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 120a) is related. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 2: 609b) does not mention any acceptable etymology. 

According to Mann (1963: 156), from *uin$-, *uig- ‘elm’: Lith. vinkšna, Slav. 
*vezd (Russ. vjazd, Pol. wiąz ‘Ulmus campestris’ ), OEngl. wice ‘Bergulme’, Alb. 
vidh (« *uingo-) ‘elm’, Kurd. viz ‘a kind of elm’ (see Pokorny 1959: 1177; P. 
Friedrich 1970: 82-83), perhaps also Oss. wis-geed ‘maple’ (see P. Friedrich apud 
Mallory/Adams 1987: 178b). Jahukyan (1967: 270) mentions this etymology as one 
of the possible cases showing an irregular reflex of PIE zu. Jahukyan 1987 vacat. 
Alisan (1895: 320,; see also Jahukyan 1967: 270,57) noted the resemblance with 
Irish oinsean, uinsean. 

On the semantics of the Ossetic form, see s.v. tk ‘i ‘maple’ (from ‘elm’?). 

A PIE *wing- would yield Arm. *eginc/. One would expect, thus, *g(i)ncni or 
*e(i)njni. Sasun knjni (see above), possibly from an older *enj/cni, is remarkable in 
this respect. On the whole, the etymology seems probable, although the anlaut of the 
Classical form remains problematic. One may assume an assimilation *ginc- > 
*kinc- with a subsequent voicing nc > nj due to the nasal, and/or by the influence of 
the plant-suffix -j/z, on which see 2.3.1. 


kogi, (w)o-stem: GDSg kogw-o-y, ISg kogw-o-v (Bible+) [in NHB - also GDPI koge- 
a-c‘, with no evidence] ‘butter’. 
@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 2: 613a. 

In a small list of dialectal words from Partizak (in the Nikomidia region) recorded 

by Ter-Yakobean (1960: 472), one finds kogi *butter" without any comment. 
eETYM Derived from the word for ‘cow’ [NHB 1: 1108c], see s.v. kov ‘cow’. From 
PIE adj. *e"ou-io- (or *e"h;eu-io-): Skt. gávya-, gavyá- ‘consisting of cattle" (RV+), 
‘coming from or belonging to a cow (as milk, curds, etc.)’, YAv. gaoiia- ‘coming 
from cattle, consisting of cattle’, Gr. -Po(r)ıog, see Hübschmann 1897: 461; HAB 2: 
612-613; Pokorny 1959: 483; Euler 1979: 80; cf. Bonfante 1937: 19. 


*koko(v) (dial.) ‘testicles; round; eye; walnut, etc.’, kokov-ank* ‘testicles’ (LcNiws 
according to HAB 2: 618b); koklvin ‘testicles’ (Physiologus). 
eDIAL Xarberd, Polis, Rodost‘o, Sebastia, Sué‘ava gogov ‘testicles’ (pl. koyvani 
[Aéarean 1913: 588a]); without the final -v : gogo ‘testicles’ (Nor Naxijewan), ‘eye’ 
and ‘walnut’ (Akn), ‘fruit’ (Sivri-Hisar), ‘cheese’ (T‘iflis), ‘round’ (Xarberd) [HAB 
2: 618b]. Aéaryan (HAB, ibid.) points out that the meaning ‘round’ is the original 
one, and for the semantic development compares with kakal and plor. 

The meaning ‘walnut’ is also found in: Satax kok‘yov [M. Muradyan 1962: 213a], 
Moks kok ?»v [Orbeli 2002: 273]. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 2: 618b) considers the resemblance with Ital. coglioni 
‘testicles’ (NHB) as accidental and leaves the origin of kokov open. 

One may compare with Arm. an-koy-z and Pers. goz ‘walnut’, interpreting them 
as *gou-z — *gou- * -z "plant-suffix" (on the latter, see 2.3.1). See also *koc-. With 
reduplication: *go-gou- > kokov. For the semantic field (cf. also Monchi-Zadeh 
1990: 11-12"?) and reduplication, see s.v. *kakal(ay) (dial.) ‘walnut; testicle’ and 
below. 
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If the absence of the final -v in dial. g2go» is not due to loss, one may treat koko-v 
‘testicles’ as from *koko ‘round; walnot, etc.’ with the dual suffix *-v(i), on which 
see the following. 

The form köklvin ‘testicles’ (attested in Physiologus) may have resulted 
from contamination with kakal ‘walnut; testicles’ (q.v.). Alternatively: *kokol- (cf. 
kakal) + dual *-vi- > *koko(l)vi-. Note also kl-or ‘round’. For the semantics cf. Pahl., 
NPers. gund ‘testicle’, Xurasani Pers. gond ‘testicle’ vs. *gund- ‘round’ (see 
MacKenzie 1971: 38; Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 63) > Arm. gund ‘sphere, ball, wheel, 
etc.’ (HAB 1: 593-594). 

Further, note Alb. gogél f. 'acorn; small and round object’. 

See also s.vv. kakal, katin. 


kokov-an-k*, a-stem: IPl kokovan-a-w-k‘ ‘boastful/vainglorious words’ (John Chryso- 
stom, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of Alexandria). Verbal kokov-t-el is found in Bargirk* 
hayoc‘, glossed as coxabanel ‘to speak eloquently’ [Amalyan 1975: 169**?5]. 
eETYM No etymological attempt 1s recorded in HAB 2: 618b. The comparison with 
Skt. sváyati ‘to swell, become strong’ [Jahukyan 1967: 188] must be given up. 

I propose to treat kokov- as a reduplication of *kov- which can be connected with 
Skt. gav- ‘to call, invoke, praise’ (RV+), intensive jóguve ‘to call, to announce’, 
Jógu- ‘singing loudly, singing songs of praise’ (RV), Germ. *kawjan ‘to call’, OCS 
govorv ‘noise, shout, rumour, murmur’, Russ. govor ‘sound of voices, talk’, etc., 
perhaps also Gr. yodw ‘to groan, weep’, yórc, -nrog m. ‘sorcerer’. For the structure, 
see 2.3.2. 


kokord, GDSg kokord-i (Job 20.13, see Cox 2006: 148) *larynx, throat’ (Bible+). 
eETYM See s.v. ker- ‘to eat’ < ‘to swallow, devour’. 


kot, i-stem ‘rib; side (of a mountain, etc.)’ (Bible-), ‘spouse’ (Ephrem, Vardan 
Arewelc‘i, etc.); a-stem (once in the Bible: GDPI kot-a-c‘, see NHB 1: 11112); later 
o-stem: and kol-o-y in Zak‘aria Kat‘otikos (9" cent); *kotn : IPI kolambk' (or 
kolmambk‘) in Ezekiel 34.21, API kolun-s in Zak‘aria Kat‘otikos (9" cent.); also 
seen in derivatives, e.g. an-kotin ‘bed’; kotmn, an-stem: GDSg kotman, AblSg 
koiman-e, NPI kotman-k‘, GDPI kotman-c‘, etc. ‘side, region’ (Bible+), ‘rib-bone’ 
(Ephrem). 

In the Bible, ko? occurs always in plural (apart from Genesis 2.22): nom. kot-k‘, 
acc. kot-s, gen.dat. kot-i-c‘, instr. kol-i-w-k' [Astuacaturean 1895: 795c]. Renders 
Gr. zAevpá ‘rib, side’. Here are some of the Biblical attestations. 

In Genesis 2.21 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 154): ew ar mi i kolic' nora ew elic‘ and aynr 
marmin ` kai éhaBev uíav vv NÄEUP®V AUTOD Kai &venAnpooev odpKa avt’ avt 
"and took one of his ribs and closed/filled up its place with flesh". 

In Ezekiel 34.21: kotambk‘ (or kolmambk‘) ew usovk' jerovk' ` ¿mì taic nAevpoig 
Kai taic &uoic ouóv “with your ribs/sides and shoulders". 

For Kol ‘rib, side’ : an-kotin ‘bed’ cf. the passage from Proverbs 22.27: zankotins, 
or and koliwk' k'ovk' kayc'en : tò orp@ua to 020 Tag mAEvpas oov “that bed (that is) 
under your ribs/sides". 
eDIAL Kol(k') is widespread in the dialects, while ankotin and kołmn are present in a 
few of them [HAB 1: 201a; 2: 621a, 622b]. Juta ko? means both ‘rib’ and ‘side’ 
[Atarean 1940: 370b; HAB 2: 622b]. 
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Some forms of ankotin are without the prefix an-: Karin golink', Axalc'xa 
g olink', T'iflis gofenk', Van g’atvenk”. N. Simonyan (1979: 242-243) takes these to 
be “root” (armatakan) forms as opposed with the classical one. As is demonstrated 
already by Aéaryan (1952: 64), however, the initial voiced g- clearly indicates that 
these forms derive from *angotin-k‘, with regular voicing -nk > -ng, through the loss 
of the prefix. 

Georgian /ogini ‘bed’ is considered an Armenian loan [HAB 1: 201], although 
Aéaryan does not specify the details. If this is true, the Georgian form should be 
derived from *gołin through metathesized *fogin. Remarkably, such a metathesis is 
indeed seen in Zeyt'un (Cilicia) ufungan ‘bed-blanket’ (see Aéaryan 2003: 137, 
298). The borrowing must have taken place at an old stage anterior to the 
development */ > Arm. 7. 
eETYM Meillet (1911-12c: 294) connects kof(mn) with Toch. kalymi ‘direction’. 
This is accepted in HAB 2: 621a; Jahukyan 1987: 126, 169. However, Toch. A 
kälyme, B kälymiye ‘direction’ are now derived from PIE *kli-men-, cf. Gr. xAíua n. 
‘inclination, region, geographical zone’ [Adams 1999: 176]. If this is correct, the 
etymology of the Armenian must be abandoned. (Note also that kotmn is compared 
with Gr. xA£ua in NHB 1: 1112b). 

Olsen (1999: 91-92, 147, 506) does not mention Meillet's etymology and relates 
kot/kotmn with kołr ‘branch’ (q.v.). This is possible if one views the correspondence 
within the semantic relationship ‘(rib-)bone’ : ‘stem, stalk, pole’. On the i-stem of 
kot in relation with *-i/r- paradigm, see s.v. kofr. 

Patrubány (StugHetaz 1908: 153) derives ko? from PIE *gol-: Gr. ywAeog ‘hole’, 
Lith. guölis ‘den, lair, (coll.) bed’, etc. See s.v. katat “den, lair'. This is accepted in 
N. Simonyan 1979: 242-243. This contradicts to the direction of the semantic 
development since the meanings ‘bed’ and ‘to lie’ are clearly secondary in 
Armenian: kof ‘rib, side’ > (an)kotnim ‘to lie down’ (John Chrysostom, etc.); cf. 
parak ‘rib, side’ > parakim ‘to lie down’; note also parak ‘sheepfold’ from “a place 
to lie in” [HAB 4: 27-28]. Thus, the etymology can be accepted only if the following 
is possible: PIE *go/- ‘rib’, ‘branch’ (Arm. and Slav.) > ‘a place to lie on/in’ > ‘bed; 
den, lair’ (Greek, etc.; also Arm.). 


kotr, no attestations are cited for GDPI kofer-c‘ and kofer-a-c‘ [NHB 1: 1113c]; the 
only attested form (apart from NSg kor) is API koter-s in Leviticus 23.40, “Yatags 
vardavarin xorhrdoy" attributed to Movses Xorenac‘i [MovsXorenMaten 1865: 
330"'] and Vardan Arewelc‘i (13^ cent.) ‘branch’. 

In Leviticus 23.40: kołers yarmaweneac' : kaddvvipa goivikwy “branches of 
palm trees". Here koir renders, thus, Gr. xóAAvvópov ‘sweeper, duster made of 
palm-leaves’ (cf. ka/Avvzpov “broom, brush’). Astuacaturean (1895: 795c) gives the 
entry as koter which is not correct. API koter-s is regular for NSg kofr. 

In Hexaemeron, homily 5 (K. Muradyan 1984: 145-5 armatk‘ ew urk‘, koir ew 
terew, xawaraci ew calik, <...> : “roots and branches, kofr and leaf, xawaraci and 
blossom, <...>“. Here, ur and xawaraci render Gr. kìņuatiç *vine-branch; branch’ 
and PAaorog ‘offshoot’, respectively, and kofr has no Greek match IK Muradyan 
1984: 374-377]. 
eETYM Meillet (1900b: 185) connected with Slavic *goloje (cf. Russ. gol ro ‘twig’, 
SIn. golje ‘twigs without leaves’, etc.) assuming heteroclitic *i/r stem from earlier 
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*r/n, cf. Skt. nákti- vs. Gr. vixtwp, etc. The only problem is, as he points out, the 
absence of the word in other IE languages. See also HAB 2: 624b; Pokorny 1959: 
403; Saradzeva 1986: 60; Jahukyan 1987: 126. In EtimSlovSlavJaz 7, 1980: 18, the 
Slavic is derived from *go/» ‘naked’, and the Armenian word is not mentioned. 

It has been assumed that the Armenian and Slavic words are related with Arm. 
koi ‘rib, side’ [Olsen 1999: 147], q.v. The i-stem of kof seems to corroborate 
Meillet's *-i/r-. 

It is uncertain whether there is any relation with Zaza koli ‘Holz, Brennholz’ (on 
this word, see Blásing 2000: 39). 


*koé-: ko3-koc-em (< *koc-koc-) ‘to beat, break’ (Bible*), koč ‘stem of cabbage’ 
(Yaysmawurk‘), ‘ankle’ (Alexander Romance, Paterica, etc.), koč(-}) ‘beam, 
door-post, trunk of a tree’ (Bible+), koc-ak ‘button’ (Nerses Lambronac‘i; -en in the 
Bible) [HAB 2: 624-626, 6277-628]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects in various meanings: ‘beam’, ‘trunk’, ‘button’, 
‘ankle’, etc. [HAB 2: 626a]. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 2: 625b) treats the resemblance with Pers. güzak, Kurd. 
gü/ozak ‘ankle(-bone)’ (on which see Cabolov 1, 2001: 410) as accidental and leaves 
the origin of the word open. The Iranian forms are derived from IE *gug-, cf. Lith. 
güze ‘head of cabbage’ (cf. Arm. ‘stem of cabbage’ in Yaysmawurk‘), Latv. güza 
*thigh, ham’, etc. The Armenian form would require *go(u)g-iV-, which is uncertain. 

If the connection is accepted, it cannot explain the whole semantic field. One 
needs to establish the internal etymology first. The basic meaning is *to beat, break". 
One may therefore derive *koc- from koc- ‘to beat’, ‘to lament by beating one's 
breast' (both Bible+) assuming a reduplicated present in o-grade with the present 
suffix *-ie- (see 2.1.22.1 and 2.2.6.1). 


koys, a-stem ‘side’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Juta kus (cf. nes-kus < ners koys) ‘inside’, Larabat küs, Samaxi güs, Lzlar gus 
(cf. min gus ‘aside’); also in T‘iflis, only in a proverb [HAB 2: 630b]. 

According to Aéaryan (HAB), Larabal küs is found only in the following 
pronouns: es-küs “this side’ (< ays koys), en-güs ‘that side’ (-nk- > -ng-), mas-k ‘tis 
‘inside’ (*méj-koys : -jk- > -šk -). Several illustrations from folklore show, however, 
that küs does exist independently; cf. bates C‘ors kyiisa vart‘ a “in the four sides of 
my garden there is rose" [Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 15"?*]. Other attestations: 
C'ork' kyüso “the four sides" (op. cit. 15"?, 588995). čors kyüsän “from the four 
sides” (427b "?7^ sarin kyüso “at the side of the mountain” (927^), en kyiisiima “at 
that side" (401b ?'), 

Textual illustrations for mac -kyüs ‘inside’: HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 220- *, 693'?, 
glossed in 761b; HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 732a; Laziyan 1983: 12a-", 108b-^ L. 
Harut'yunyan 1991: 94°, 213''. One also finds tyus kus-an “from outside” 
[Laziyan 1983: 61b]. 

Larabat and Salax-Xcaberd küs is recorded also by Davt‘yan (1966: 399). 
eETYM Pedersen (1906: 398, 400 — 1982: 176, 178) derives from the PIE word for 
‘two’ restoring *dwoukd-, next to *dwoiko- > kes ‘half’. This etymology is not 
accepted by Meillet (1908/09: 353) and Aéaryan (HAB 2: 630b). Kortlandt (1989: 
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48, 50 = 2003: 92, 95) is more positive and takes the word as yet another case 
reflecting the development *dw- > Arm. k- (on this, see 2.1.22.6). 

However, koys is an Iranian borrowing, cf. Parth. kws [kös] ‘district, region, 
countryside’ (see Nyberg 1974: 121b; Boyce 1977: 53), Sogd. kws ‘side’, etc.; see 
HAB 2: 630b (although Aéaryan does not accept it); Benveniste 1945: 73-74; 
Russell 1980: 107 (= 2004: 1); Jahukyan 1987: 574 (though not included into the list 
of Iranian loans); 1995: 184; Hovhannisyan 1988: 132; 1990: 244-245, 266c; Olsen 
1999: 888; Viredaz 2003: 64,. See also s.v. kés ‘half’. 


koëiem ‘to call, invite, invoke’; to name’ (Bible+); koč‘ ‘call, invitation’ (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i, Movses Xorenac‘i, Philo, John Chrysostom, etc.). 
eDIAL Only in a few derivatives [HAB 2: 635b]. 
eETYM Lidén (1906: 68-70) derives from *e"ot-i-, connecting with PGerm. *kweban 
‘to say, speak, call, name’: Goth. giban, Olc. kveda, OEngl. cwepan, etc. He (op. cit. 
69) is sceptical about the appurtenance of Skt. gádati ‘to speak articulately, say, 
relate, tell < *gad-. Meillet (1936: 108; 1950: 110) accepts the connection and 
posits a *e-present: *e"ot-ie- > koc em (see 2.1.22.1 and 2.2.6.1). 

Aéaryan (HAB 2: 635) rejects the etymology and treats Arm. koc'em as an 
onomatopoeic word comprising the elements k- and -c-, cf. kanc -, ka(r)kac -, etc. 
However, the onomatopoeic character of a word should not automatically exclude 
the possibility of external comparison. 

The etymology is generally accepted [Pokorny 1959: 480-481; Jahukyan 1975: 
38; 1982: 62, 171; Greppin 1993: 16, 19; Kortlandt 1994: 27 — 2003: 104]. The 
appurtenance of the Sanskrit verb, albeit accepted by Pokorny and Jahukyan, is 
uncertain [Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 460] or unacceptable [Greppin 1993: 223]; 
one expects *gatati. Olsen (1999: 811) takes koc‘em as the only serious example for 
*-fj- > -C- and treats it as influenced by goc'em ‘to shout’? < *uok"ie-. For *-ti- > 
-c-, see 2.1.22.1, however. 

The noun Koc ‘is “eine postverbale Bildung" (Lidén 1906: 68). 


kostt ‘twigs on which bird-lime is smeared to entangle birds? (Lex.), MidArm. ‘cover 
of a book’ (MijHayBar 1, 1987: 406b). 
eDIAL On Ararat kast? and vost! (HAB 2: 639a) see s.v. ost ‘branch’. 
eETYM Usually connected to ost) ‘branch’ (q.v.), although there is no consensus on 
the initial k- (for different views, see HAB 2: 639a; Jahukyan 1967: 272; Alayan 
1974: 87-88; SaradZeva 1986: 124). One may think of ORuss. kostyl’ (kocmeu) 
‘rod, stick or spike with a curved edge’, Russ. ‘rod, stick’, dial. ‘stalk of sorrel with 
raceme’, Sin. kostilja ‘Celtis australis; whip-handle made of this tree’, etc. (for the 
forms, see EtimSlovSlavJaz 11, 1984: 167), though the nature of relationship is not 
quite clear. Further, see s.v. kostt-i ‘aquifolium (holly), ilex (holm-oak)’. 


kostti ‘aquifolium (holly), ilex (holm-oak)’, only in Step‘anos Ro&k'a, 17-18 cent. 
(see Alisan 1895: 330; HAB 2: 639a). 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 2: 639a. 

This tree-name can be interpreted as composed of kost? ‘twigs on which bird-lime 
is smeared to entangle birds' and the tree-suffix -i. The semantic relation is 
impeccable since the bird-lime is a sticky substance prepared from holly-bark or 
mistletoe berries’. 
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Both the holly and mistletoe have berries, red and white, respectively. Also the 
cherry is placed in connection with the bird-lime, cf. Russ. visnja ‘cherry’ and OHG 
wihsila ‘black cherry’ beside Gr. icóc ‘mistletoe, mistletoe berry; bird-lime prepared 
from it; sticky substance’ and Lat. viscum ‘mistletoe; bird-lime’ (see Pokorny 1959: 
1134; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 644, = 1995: 55559; P. Friedrich apud Mallory/ 
Adams 1997: 384a). Note also sinj ‘sticky substance’ vs. sin(j) ‘sorb, service-berry’ 
(q.v.). 

Arm. kostli is reminiscent of SIn. kostilja ‘Celtis australis; whip-handle made of 
this tree’, etc. (see s.v. kost? ‘twigs on which bird-lime is smeared to entangle birds’). 
If the Slavic word is indeed related, one may assume a Substratum word of a 
relatively younger period, note Arm. k- vs. *k as in other substratum tree-names, 
kask and katamax(i), see s.vv. and 3.11. 


kov, u-stem: GDPI kov-u-c ' ‘cow’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 2: 639b]. 
eETYM Since long, connected with Skt. gauh, acc. gam, DSg gáve, GPI 
gávam/eónam, etc. ‘cow, bull’ (RV+), Gr. Bods f.m., AccSg Dou, GSg Doróc ‘bovid, 
cow, bull, ox', Lat. bos, gen. bovis (a loan from an Italic language, see Schrijver 
1991: 447), Latv. guovs ‘cow’, OCS gov-e-do, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 461; HAB 
2: 639; Pokorny 1959: 482]. 

The PIE form has been interpreted as PD u-stem [Kuiper 1942: 32-33; Beekes 
1973a: 240], and the root may have been *g"eh3- seen in Gr. Pooxw ‘to graze’, Potóv 
‘head of cattle’; thus: nom. *g"eh;-u-s, gen. *g"h3-eu-s [Lubotsky 1990: 133-134; 
Schrijver 1991: 447; Nassivera 2000: 57]. For references to discussion of the 
paradigm, particularly of the accusative form, see s.v. *ti- ‘day’. The oblique stem 
*e"h;-eu- explains Skt. gav-V-, Gr. Bop-, etc., as well as Arm. kov : kog-i (q.v.). 

The PArm. paradigm may have been: nom. *kuw, obl. *kow- > *kog-. The 
shortening of the vowel of *kuw to -o- is perhaps an inner-Armenian development 
(note the absence of ClArm. words ending in -uw), unless one assumes an influence 
from obl. *kow-. 


kovadiac* (Leviticus 11.30), kovidiac ' (Commentary on Leviticus), "a kind of lizard’; 
according to NHB 1: 1117b: = dodos, etc. ‘toad’. 

In Leviticus 11.30, kovadiac' and mo/utez render Gr. xoAafictc ‘spotted lizard, 
gecko’ and capa f. ‘lizard’ (see Wevers 1997: 154), respectively. 

In later literature (Nonnus, Galen) and dialects replaced by kov(a)cuc ‘a kind of 
lizard’, composed of kov ‘cow’ and cuc ‘sucking’. In Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (15" 
cent.), kovrcuc (with an epenthetic -r-), as equivalent to Turk. k‘art‘ank‘alay and 
Pers. sosmar (see Basmajean 1926: 511, Nr 3035). See below, on dialects. 
eDIAL In dialects, replaced by kov(a)cuc (see above): Axalc'xa and Nikomidia- 
region *kov-cuc, MuS *kov-cc-uk, Arabkir *korcuc ‘a large greenish lizard, toad’; 
Karin ‘a kind of harmful animal’ [Acarean 1913: 596a], Sasun govjuj ‘a green lizard 
which is supposed to give poison to the snake' [Petoyan 1954: 113; 1965: 457]. In 
Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia Muselyan Karnec‘i (Karin / 
Xotorjur): k ‘alt ‘ank ‘araz yesil ` kovcuc, salamandr [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 85N"°]. 

According to Bläsing (1992: 50), Turkish dialect of HamSen govcug ‘a kind of 
salamander' is borrowed from WArm. govajuj. A corresponding form in Arm. 
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Hamsen, namely govjud ‘green lizard’, is recorded in Acatyan 1947: 261. The final 
-d of the HamSen form is printed in bold type (see s.v. fit on this). 

In Xotorjur: kopcuc “green lizard’ [YusamXotorj 1964: 472a; HayLezBrbBar 3: 
2004: 150a]. 

The form with an epenthetic -r-, namely kovrcuc, is recorded in NHB 1: 1117b as 
a dialectal counterpart to kov(a)cuc and kovadiac ' ‘a lizard’. Sebastia kovrcuc, with 
a "parasitic" -r-, as is pointed out by Gabikean (1952: 311); Xarberd, Partizak 
*kovrcuc [HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 154b]. Dersim goverjuj ‘a big lizard’ [Batramyan 
1960: 125a]. For this form, Balramyan (ibid.) records also a second meaning 
described as follows: mi karic, kanac' moles “a scorpion, green lizard". If this is 
reliable, Dersim goverjuj denotes, thus, ‘toad’ and ‘scorpion’. 

According to Sargisean (1932: 457), Balu *kovrcuc denotes a large poisonous 
lizard that jumps onto a human face and will not go away until seven buffaloes 
bellow. This is reminiscent of the folk-belief recorded in Larabat on *es-xranj ‘a 
poisonous insect’ (see 3.5.2.5). The description seems to corroborate the meaning 
‘toad’. See also Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan FW 2003 Larabal on jumping 
kornak'yala ‘toad’. 

They say, as Sargisean (ibid.) informs, that the snake takes his poison from 
*kovrcuc. Compare Sasun above. See 3.5.2.7 on this. 

Arabkir *korcuc, if reliable, derives from *kovrcuc with loss of -v-. 

The form *kov-r-cuc is found, thus, in a small group of adjacent dialects: 
Sebastia, Partizak (migrated from the province of Sebastia beg. 17" cent., see Ter- 
Yakobean 1960: 16), Arabkir, Dersim, Xarberd, Balu. It is no surprising that the 
form is used by Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i (15" cent.), native of Amasia, which is very 
close to Sebastia. 
eETYM A derivative of kov ‘cow’, q.v. 

The compound is closely associated with Skt. godha- f. ‘Iguana, a species of big 
lizard’ (RV) < **cow milker/sucker’, which has been compared with Lat. büfo ‘toad’ 
(see Lüders 1942: 44 — 1973: 511; Specht 1944; Mayrhofer EWAia, s.v.). The 
appurtenace of Russ. Zába ‘toad’, etc. is uncertain. Compare e.g. Xurasani Pers. 
boccos (= preverb bi + Cös- 'Sauger) ‘eine Art Eidechse, die nach dem 
Volksglauben nachts in die Hürden schleicht und den Ziegen am Euter saugt’; see 
Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 45-46, mentioning the Sanskrit and Armenaian words, as well 
as some parallels from other languages of the pattern ‘goat biter/sucker’ > ‘a kind of 
lizard’. 

On semantic parallels and corresponding folk-beliefs, see 3.5.2.7. 

Arm. kovadiac‘ may reflect an older *kov-di-a- < QIE *g"ou-d'eh;-eh;- (cf. Skt. 
godha- f.), reshaped after the most productive model of compounds, that with the 
conjunction -a-. One may also treat the Armenian and Sanskrit as independent, 
parallel creations, although this seems less probable. For the typology of oc, cf. 
*di-ac', see also the other compounds, perhaps also Arm. dial. *(x)m-ac‘-0j, from 
the same semantic sphere (see 3.5.2.7). 


kor ‘curved, crooked’ (Bible+). Perhaps also *kur ‘id.’ (see s.v. ker), and koré 
‘curved, crooked, rough’ (Gram.). 
eDIAL *kor, with final -7, in several dialects [HAB 2: 645a]. 
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eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 2: 574a, 644-645) connects with ker ‘curved, crooked’ (q.v.) 
rejecting all the external comparisons, including that with Gr. yopóc ‘round, curved’, 
jüpog m. ‘rounding, circle’. One is more positive about the latter comparison, for 
Armenian positing *gou-e/oro- [Pokorny 1959: 397; Jahukyan 1987: 126, 169] or 
*eouh;-ro- [Olsen 1999: 199]. For *gouh;-ro- > PArm. *kouaro- > *ko(w)oro- > 
kor, see 2.1.33.1. 

Alayan (1967; 1974: 105-106) derives ker, kor and dial. kor from QIE *ger-s- (cf. 
OHG kresan ‘to creep, crawl’, etc.; for the root, see s.v. kart‘ ‘fish-hook’). Jahukyan 
(1987: 125) accepts this etymology of ker and *kor, but separates kur from these 
(see above). However, the Germanic cognates are remote both formally and 
semantically. 

Uncertain. See also s.vv. kart‘ ‘fish-hook’, krt 'unk' ‘back’, etc. 

See also s.vv. kor(c) ‘scorpion’ and korc ‘vulture’. 


kor, i- or a-stem: GDSg kor-i (Anania Sirakac‘i, 7^ century); u-stem: GDSg kor-u 
(Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i, 15" cent); AblSg i kor-& (Geoponica, 13" cent.) can 
belong to any of these stems; ‘scorpion’. 

NHB (2: 1118b) has it as a dialectal word and refers only to Geoponica (13" 
cent.). ACatyan (HAB 2: 643b) cites also Fables by Vardan Aygekc'i (12- 13" cent., 
Tluk‘, Cilicia), and Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent., Širak) noting that the corresponding 
parts of the latter seem to have been added later. 

In MijHayBar 1, 1987: 407b one finds passages for kor from Geoponica (13^ 
cent) and Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (15" cent, Amasia); on the latter, see also S. 
Vardanjan 1990: 193, 8 1061. 

In a medieval riddle [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 261""?] written by Nersés Snorhali 
(12? cent., Cilicia), the Northern cold wind parxar is said to bite the eye of the man 
as a kor (xayt'e zmardoyn ac‘k‘n zed kor); see the full text of the riddle in 1.9. 

Mnac'akanyan (op. cit. 500b) glosses kor as kuyr (mzluk) “a little mosquito". In 
fact, I think, this is our word for ‘scorpion’. 

The edition of Anania Sirakac‘i cited by Aéatyan is not available to me. I find 
kor, GDSg kor-i ‘a constellation’ in A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 329-9, 3301)", 
Obviously refers to the Scorpio. But in the same as well as in the preceding and 
following chapters (pp. 323, 327 and 330ff) one finds Karic ‘Scorpio’. The 
equivalence of Kor and Karic is also corroborated by the fact that they both (Karic — 
3245. 33018". Kor — 329" ) are mentioned in the same place of the list of the 
zodiacal constellations, between Ksir ‘Libra’ and Afetnawor ‘Sagittarius, Archer’. 
Note especially the occurrences of Kor and Karic in almost neighbouring sentences, 
330-", 330-5, respectively. Given the parallel occurrences of Kor and Karic in the 
same text, Alayan (1986: 90) disagrees with Acaryan's assumption that “these parts 
seem to have been added later” and assumes that Kor was a vivid term for the 
constellation Scorpio in the vernacular of Anania Sirakac‘i who uses it in parallel 
with the standard Karic. 
eDIAL Present in Xarberd, Zeyt'un, Hacon, Akn Arabkir, Marala, etc. Acaryan 
(HAB 2: 644a) especially calls attention to C'arsancak* gorc ', not commenting upon 
it. Note that in Dersim one finds both gor ‘scorpion’ and ef ‘scorpion’ (see 
Batramyan 1960: 87b, 125a). 
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Perhaps cf. also Urmia, Salmast kormazik, rendered as Sanacanc ‘bumble-bee, 
dog-fly’ and mžeł ‘a small mosquito’? [GwrUrmSalm 2, 1898: 96], which is 
apparently composed of kor ‘*biting insect and maz-ik, the latter being 
etymologically identical with mz-e?. This mzik is represented in the next entry of the 
same glossary, rendered as canc ‘fly’. 

Thus, kor ‘scorpion’ has been mostly preserved in some W and SW dialects: 
Cilicia, Svedia, Xarberd, Akn, Arabkir. This is in agreement with literary 
attestations which are restricted to the Western and South-Western areas of 
ka-dialects, from Karin/Sirak and surroundings (Anania Sirakac'i, etc.) to Cilicia 
(Nersés Snorhali, Vardan Aygekc‘i); see 1.8. Despite the dialectal restriction, the 
word may be archaic since it has also been preserved in extremely SE areas (Marala, 
Salmast). Note also the derivative *kor-agi ‘scorpion’(Svedia and Larabat) below. 
eETYM According to Aéaryan (HAB 2: 644a), from kor ‘crooked’, a tabu-substition 
of the word for ‘scorpion’; compare Larabal korohák'i ‘scorpion’ < *ke/or ‘curved, 
crooked’ + -a- + agi ‘tail’ (cf. Pers. kaz-dum ‘id.’). Note also Svedia gürgür aka 
‘scorpion’ = kor-kor agi [Andreasyan 1967: 160]. Further: Dersim, C‘arsanéak‘ 
*kor-C ‘scorpion’ vs. koré ‘curved, crooked, rough’ (Grammarians) and korc 
*gryphon, vulture’ < ‘having a curved beak, hook-beaked’ (q.v.). 

Acaryan (HAB 2: 551ab) rejects the connection of kor ‘scorpion’ with karic 
‘scorpion’ (Larabat also ‘crayfish’), since the latter must be connected with Gr. 
Kapic, -Wiöog ‘Crustacea’ and treated as borrowed from a language of Asia Minor. 
However, I find it hard to separate Arm. kor and *kor-c ‘scorpion’, ‘animal with a 
crooked body-part’, from karic ‘scorpion’ < *karid-ia and Gr. xapíg, -t/ido¢ 
‘Crustacea’, which also displays forms with a labial vowel, namely xovpic, kwpig 
(see s.v. karic ‘scorpion’). The vacillation o : a is also found in other words of 
non-IE origin; see 2.1.3. 

If kor ‘scorpion’ is indeed a derivation of kor ‘crooked’, one may wonder whether 
Gr. kovpis/kwpig has not been borrowed from (or contaminated from) Arm. kor, 
perhaps *kor-u- (if GDSg kor-u is old). 


kord, o-stem (only later; AblSg i kordoy) ‘unploughed (land, ground)’ (Bible+). 

A nominal meaning ‘meadow; uncultivated ground/earth’ can be assumed by the 
indirect evidence from Georg. k’ordi and Kurd. kord, considered as Armenian loans 
(see HAB 2: 646b; Jahukyan 1987: 598). 
eDIAL Preserved in Van, Moks (see also Orbeli 2002: 272: verbal kurt'il, kurt' 
värıl), Mu$, Xarberd, Salmast, Lori, Ganjak, etc., basically meaning ‘unploughed, 
hard (ground); hard’ [HAB 2: 646b]; also in Xotorjur [YuSamXotorj 1964: 472]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 646) rejects all the etymological attempts including the 
comparison with Germ. hart, etc. and the place-name Korduk' (Tervisyan). 
Jahukyan (1985a: 367; 1987: 432, 598; 1990: 68.), albeit with hesitation, treats Arm. 
kord and its Kartvelian correspondents as borrowed from Urart. quldi/e(ni) ‘id.’. 
Olsen (1999: 953) mentions kord in her list of words of unknown origin. 

Bearing in mind the alternation k : x, one may try a connection with xort' 
‘stepson; ‘hard, rough, stony’ (q.v.).? 


® Alternatively, one may derive kord from *g"ord”-: cf. Lith. gadas m. ‘fence, enclosure, 
(sheep’s) pen’, OCS grad» m. ‘stronghold, town, garden". etc.); cf. also *g"or-t-: Gr. xóproc 


376 kort 


In view of the vocalism it is hard to relate kord with MPers. ’gyrd “unbearbeitet, 
unbestellt (Land)’, ManParth. ‘gyrd “verlassen, vernachlässigt, verwildert’ (on 
which, see Colditz 1987: 281). Similarly uncertain is kor-ek‘ (hapax; see HAB 2: 
647-648). 


koré ‘gryphon, vulture’. 

Renders Gr. ypów, -yponxóg ‘gryphon, vulture’ in Deuteronomy 14.12, 
corresponding to paskuc in Leviticus 11.13 (see NHB 1: 1120b; Adontz 1927: 
187-188; see also s.v. analut‘ ‘deer’). 
eETYM According to NHB (1: 1120b), derived from Arm. kor ‘curved’ (Bible+; dial. 
kor); see also Jahukyan 1967: 146. Ačařyan (HAB 2: 652a) leaves the origin open. 
Adontz (1927: 188) connects to the component *kuc of the synonymous paskuc, 
which is not convincing. 

The derivation from kor ‘curved’ is worth of consideration. Compare also korc 
‘curved, crooked, rough’ (Grammarians), and *kor(c) ‘scorpion’, q.v. For the 
semantic shift ‘curved, bent? > ‘vulture’ (i.e. ‘having a curved beak, hook-beaked") 
cf. Gr. ypby, -yponóc ‘gryphon, vulture’ : ‘anchor’, see s.v. ang? ‘vulture’. 

Olsen (1999: 958) mentions korc in her list of words of unknown origin. 


krt-un-k (pl.), gen. Art -an-c' ‘(anatom.) back’ in Zeno (transl. into Armenian prob. 
in 6-7" cent), Anania Sirakac'i (7" cent), etc.; dial. *krt'n-il ‘to lean, recline, 
incline the body against an object for support’. 

Aécaryan (HAB 2: 669b) cites only NPI krt‘-un-k‘ in “Tönakan matean", and 
GDPI krt-an-c‘ in Anania Sirakac'i (7" cent.) [A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 329']. 

Further attestations of NPI ker -un-k' are found in Zeno [Xa¢‘ikyan 1949: 84a], 
rendered as ‘cruna’ by ArewSatyan (1956: 325), and in “Vasn ont'ac'ic! aregakan" 
(“On the course of the sun”) by Anania Sirakac‘i [A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 316-7]. 

In all the attestations from Zeno and Sirakac‘i, Art 'unk' is mentioned as the body 
part associated with the constellation Kse/ir ‘Libra’. 
eDIAL Akn, Polis (according to Amatuni 1912: 372b, also Ararat and Nor 
Naxijewan) Eer 'n-il ‘to lean, recline, incline the body against an object for support’, 
Ararat knt fnil [HAB 2: 669b]. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 2: 669b) posits an unattested nom. *kirt‘n or *kurt‘n and 
offers no etymology. 

Next to krt'nel, Amatuni (1912: 372b) cites also Lori křnel and points out that the 
root of krt'nel seems to be identical with kurn "back" (q.v.). This suggestion, not 
mentioned by Ačatyan, is plausible. Alayan (1974: 106-107), independently, offers 
practically the same explanation. He posits *kur-t‘-n < *görpta, connecting with ker, 
kor ‘crooked’, kart‘ ‘fish-hook’, etc. (q.v.). Alayan's *gorpta is not convincing. 
More probably, *kurt'-n : krt'unk' is directly comparable with kurn ‘back’, with 
suffixal element -t‘-, on which see 2.3.1. 


m. *enclosed place; farmyard, in which the cattle were kept; pasturage; fodder', Lat. hortus m. 
‘garden; (pl.) pleasure-grounds’, Osc. hurz, acc. hurtum ‘lucus, Hain’ (< ‘Einzaunung’), etc. 
The basic meaning of the Armenian would be, then, ‘(enclosed) pasture-land, pen, etc.’. The 
form *g"ord"- might give *kord- through Grassmann's Law (see 2.1.24.1). 
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ki-ki-al ‘to croak (said of birds, particularly crows, as well as of frogs, snakes, 
buffalos, etc.)’ in MidArm. [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 413b], widespread in the dialects 
[Aéafean 1913: 613b]; kř-č‘- ‘to croak, shriek (said of cranes, crows, and other 
birds)’ in Agat‘angetos, Philo, etc.; dial. Larabat krc '-krc-al ‘id.’, etc. [HAB 2: 
670]; kr-nc*- ‘to shriek, cry, etc.’ (Bible+), Mus, Alaskert krinc' ‘croak of a crow? 
[HAB 2: 669-670]. 
eETYM Onomatopoeic verb [HAB 2: 669-670]. For IE comparable forms, see 
Pokorny 1959: 383-385. Further see s.v. krunk ‘crane’. 


krunk ‘crane’ (Hexaemeron, Yovhannés Erznkac‘i); dictionaries have also krunkn, 
gen. krnkan, both without attestations. MidArm. kruk, krunk' (Vardan Aygekc‘i, see 
MijHayBar 1, 1987: 414a). 
For attestations and a philological discussion, see Greppin 1978: 100-103. 
eDIAL Axalc'xa krunk, Mus, Alaskert, Salmast karung, T'iflis krung, Van, Moks 
krung", Ozim krank’, Xarberd, Nor Naxijewan, Rodost‘o grung. In Nor Naxijewan 
the word refers to a different bird. Interesting is Ararat krlung [HAB 2: 673b]. 
eETYM Since NHB 1: 1128c, linked with Gr. yépavoc m., Lat. gris m., and other 
forms continuing the PIE word for ‘crane’: OHG krani/uh m., Lith. gérvé, Latv. 
dzērve ‘crane’, ORuss. Zeravle, Czech Zerdv ‘crane’, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 461; 
HAB 2: 673a; Pokorny 1959: 383-385; Greppin 1978: 103; Greppin apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 140b]. The forms derive from *gerh;-no- or *gerh;-(0)u-, 
whereas Lat. grüs, GSg gruis f. ‘crane’ is based on *erh;-u- metathesized to *eruh;- 
[Schrijver 1991: 246]. 

QIE *geru-n-g-, *guron-g, and similar proto-forms have been assumed for 
Armenian krunk (see references above). According to Kortlandt (1985b: 10-11; 
1986: 42 = 2003: 58-59, 71), krunk ‘crane’ may be derived from the metathesized 
form of AccSg *eruHnm (cf. OHG krani/uh ‘id.’), with oralization of the laryngeal 
as in jukn ‘fish’ and mukn ‘mouse’; see s.vv. and 2.1.19. In order to explain the 
absence of metathesis of *gr- in Armenian, he (ibid. assumes an analogical 
lengthened grade *-e- as in Gothic gens ‘wife’, etc. He also proposes a similar 
analysis for srun-k ' ‘shin’ (q.v.). 

Other explanations assume closer relationship with Gr. y&pavog rather than with 
Lat. gris. Olsen (1989a: 18) reconstructs *ge/orAön- (= *ge/orh;on-) explaining the 
-F- by a neighbouring laryngeal. Ravnes (1991: 158, cf. 881) posits *geron-g-. 

It should be borne in mind, however, that the word for ‘crane’ must have been 
strongly influenced by dialectally widespread onomatopoeic kr-kr-al ‘to croak (said 
of birds, particularly crows, as well as of frogs, snakes, buffalos, etc.)’ (q.v.). The 
final -k may be in a way comparable to not only the Germanic cognate (OHG 
krani/uh, etc.), but also Skt. krunc- m. ‘Kranich, Wanderkranich’, which is “sicher 
lautnachahmend" [Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 413], and Pahl. kulang 'crane 
[MacKenzie 1971: 52]. On the other hand, Jahukyan (1980, 2: 103) compares Arm. 
krunk with Akkad. kurukku ‘a kind of bird’. One may also think of a ‘broken 
reduplication’ seen e.g. in Arm. ampro-p ‘thunder’ (q.v.) from PIE *nb"ro-: Skt. 
abhrá- *thunder-cloud, rain-cloud’, YAv. aßra- 'rain-cloud', Lat. imber 'shower', 
etc. 

See also s.v. gre or greay ‘crane’. 
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kttim, spelled also as kt/m- ‘to burn with furious desire’ (John Chrysostom, several 
times), Ktl-an-k* “burning desire’ (GDPI kti-an-a-c ‘, in Book of Chries), ktt-uc‘-k‘ 
‘id.’ (Severian of Gabala). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 2: 677a) does not accept the connection with katatim ‘to 
fury’ (Philo, Severian of Gabala, etc.; widespread in the dialects) and *xtil- ‘to 
tickle’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects). For an etymological discussion, see s.vv. 
*kic- ‘to bite’ and ¥xtił- ‘to tickle’. 


krak, a-stem according to NHB 1: 1132b, but only the following oblique case-forms 
are attested: GDSg krak-i (Elise, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, etc.), AblSg i -krak-e (Eusebius of 
Caesarea), LocSg i krak-i (Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 814a) ‘fire’. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 2: 679a]. 
eETYM Liden (1906: 123-124) proposed a connection with Germ. Kohle ‘coal’ and 
Ir. gual ‘coal’ (< *ge/ou-lo-), assuming an interchange of the suffix *-/o- : *-ro-, or a 
reshaping of Arm. *kul- to *kur- due to influence of hur ‘fire’; see also Pokorny 
1959: 399; Jahukyan 1987: 126, 169 (with reservation); Kluge/Seebold 1989: 388. 
This etymology is improbable since the explanation of -r- is not convincing, and the 
ending -ak points rather to Iranian origin. Besides, the Germanic, etc. are probably 
related with Skt. jvar/I- ‘to burn, glow’: jvalana- m. ‘fire’, jurni- f. ‘glow, glowing 
fire’, jvala ‘coal’ [Lubotsky 1988: 38; 1992: 262-263], Pers. zuval ‘a live coal, 
firebrand’ and Oss. evzaly/u ‘coal’ from Iran. *zuar [Cheung 2002: 167] and, 
therefore, presuppose an initial *g-, which would yield Arm. c- (see also s.v. acu? 
‘coal’). 

More probably, krak is an Iranian loan, cf. Pers. küra ‘furnace, fire-place’, etc. 
[Eilers 1974: 317-318, cf. 321; Ivanov 1976: 8152]; on Sem. and other forms, see 
Cabolov 1, 2001: 572, and especially HAB 4: 595, s.v. Arm. k‘(u)ray ‘furnace, 
oven’ (John Chrysostom, etc.; dialects). Especially interesting is Xotorjur k 'urak' ‘a 
small hearth of stone, buried in the ground’, recorded by Aéaryan s.v. k ‘uray [HAB 
4: 595b], as well as in YusamXotorj 1964: 524a (Kk'urag; in the illustration — 
k'urak^), in a somewhat different and more thorough semantic description. The form 
is also found in Zangezur (k ‘urak), referring to a pit at the side of t ‘aren < t‘onir (see 
Lisic‘yan 1969: 104). Note also Georg. kera-, kira-, kerak- ‘hearth’ [Klimov 1994: 
180]. 


krkin, o-stem (ISg krkn-o-v, loc. i krkn-um-n) "double, twice, again’; krknem ‘to 
double, repeat’ (Bible+). Numerous textual passages illustrating the meaning ‘again, 
one more time’ (Arkin, krkin angam) are cited in NHB 1: 1134-1135. Note e.g. in 
Grigor Narekac‘i 71.2 (Xaé‘atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 528^; Russ. transl. 1988: 225): 
and kangneln — ew krkin glorim "having hardly stood up on my feet, I fall down 
again" (“a manaro BHOBb”). In his English translation, Khachatoorian (2001: 338) 
omitted the word ‘again’. 
eDIAL Ararat krkin anel, Larabat krknel ‘to return (of the illness)’; Xarberd krknel 
‘to roll up one's sleeve or the hem of the skirt’, T‘iflis ‘to be suffocated’ [HAB 2: 
681b]. The semantic motivation of T‘iflis is not clear to me. 
eETYM Assuming that the original Armenian form of *duö- ‘two’ was *ku wich 
subsequently took over the initial er- of erek‘ ‘three’ (see s.v. erku ‘two’), Bugge 
(1890: 121,; 1892: 457; cf. 1889: 42) reconstructs *kir < *duitero-s in erkir ‘der 
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Zweite’ and in krkin < *kir-kin. Kortlandt (2003: 98; cf. also Pisanı 1934: 185) 
thinks “that Arkin ‘double’ from *kirikin replaced *kin ‘double’ after the rise of 
*erikin ‘triple’, which was replaced by erek'kin after syncope”. Discussing the 
counter-evidence for the development *dw- > Arm. -rk-, Beekes (2003: 200) 
considers Arkin “quite convincing" noting that *kir is also found in erkir ‘second’. 
Others start with a sound change *dw- > Arm. -rk- and interpret krkin as *erk-kin 
through dissimilation (Meillet 1908-09: 353-354; 1936: 51; cf. Olsen, below) or 
metathesis -rk- > kr- [HAB 2: 66-67, 681; Jahukyan 1974: 526]. For other references 
and a discussion, see HAB 2: 67; Schmitt 1972/74: 25; Szemerényi 1985: 791-792; 
Leroy 1986: 6719; Kortlandt 2003: 92-93, 95. Viredaz (2005: 897) points out that 
“other analyses are possible than *kir- < *dwis”. 

Attempts have been made to start with reduplicated *dwi-dwi(s)-no-; see Viredaz 
2003: 64-65,73 (with references). Olsen (1989: 7f; 1999: 502) interprets Arkin as a 
reduplicated version of *dwis > erkir suggesting the following scenario: 
*dwi-dwi(s)-(i)no- > *(V)rkrkino- > (dissimil.) krkin. Harkness (1996: 12) points out 
that this dissimilation “would be completely unremarkable”. Viredaz (2003: 6420) 
rejects Olsen’s *erki-erki- as krkin has no es, The ghost word krkn ‘twenty’ in 
Harkness 1996: 12 must be krkin ‘double’ [Viredaz 2003: 6420]. 

If the original meaning of krkin was ‘again’ rather than ‘double’, one might 
wonder whether krkin is not merely derived from krukn ‘heel’ (q.v.); cf. Lith. péntis 
‘backside of an axe, part of a scythe near the handle; (dial.) heel’ : at-pent ‘again’, 
Russ. pjata ‘heel’ : o-pjat’ ‘again’, etc. (see Vasmer, s.v. onimo). Compare also the 
dialectal meaning ‘to return’ of krknel with Xarberd (Berri) garangel ‘to turn back 
on one’s heel’ which is derived from krukn ‘heel’. It is hard to decide whether krkin 
contains the suffix -(e)kin (on which see Greppin 1975: 78; Jahukyan 1998: 22; 
Olsen 1999: 404-405, 502) or, as suggested by Olsen (1999: 502), it is the starting 
point of the suffix. 

On erkir ‘second’, etc., see also s.v. erek' ‘three’. 

Moks erkvin *Bropuungo, BO propo pa3’ (‘for the second time") [M. Muradyan 
1982: 137; Orbeli 2002: 225] seems remarkable. It may represent the unattested 
*erk-kin > *erkin > (reshaped after erku *two") *erku-in. In the same dialect one also 
finds irik?in ‘for the third time’ [M. Muradyan 1982: 137], apparently from 
erek -kin ‘threefold, triple, three times’ (Bible+). Orbeli (2002: 236) has irik "ir ‘B 
Tperuá paz’ instead, with a final -r. If not a misprint, irik”ir may go back to 
*erek -ir, which can be interpreted as reshaped after ClArm. er-ir ‘third; for the third 
time’ (Bible+) or analogical after erkir ‘second’ (Dionysius Thrax, Philo). This 
would imply that er-ir ‘third’ and/or erk-ir ‘second’, albeit not recorded in the 
dialects, once has/have been present in (an older form of) the dialect of Moks. 


krukn an-stem (GSg krkan, NPl krkunk', GDPL krkanc ‘) ‘heel’ (Bible+). Spelled also 
as kruk and krunk(n). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly as *krunk, with anticipation of the nasal; 
the older, non-anticipated form krukn seems to have been preserved in Larabal, 
which, alongside with króyna and kúreng” (for more variants, see Davt‘yan 1966: 
404), has also krog’na [HAB 2: 684a]; note also Akn pl. garay-vi (ibid.), a dual form. 
Xarberd (Berri) garangel means ‘to turn back on one's heel’ [Batramyan 1960: 
123a]. 
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eETYM Composed of *kur and -ukn. The root is compared with Gr. yopog ‘round, 
curved’, yópog m. ‘rounding, circle’; Arm. kurn ‘back’ (q.v.), etc., although the 
etymological details are not clear, see HAB 2: 684a (with literature); Alayan 1974: 
88-91, 102-108; Jahukyan 1987: 126, 169; Olsen 1999: 208. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 684b), Laz kur ‘heel’, borrowed from Armenian, 
shows that the root of krukn is *kur. In view of Urart. gura and Hurrian ukra ‘foot’, 
which, according to Diakonoff/Starostin (1986: 57), are connected with Proto-East- 
Caucasian *kwirV (apart from Laz kur, here represented with the meaning ‘foot, 
hoof’, cf. also Archi kwiri ‘animal’s foot’, etc.), the relationship between the 
Armenian and Laz words seems to be deeper, however. 

See also s.v. armukn ‘elbow’. 


*kul-: klanem (aor. kl-i or kl-ay, 3sg e-kul, imper. kul), kl-n-um ‘to swallow'; 
an-kl-n-um (3sg.aor anklaw, etc.) ‘to sink’, an-kl-uz-anem ‘to make sink’, 
an-ki-m-em ‘to sink’ (all Bible+). Apart from aor. e-kul and imper. kul, the root *kul 
is also found as the second part of several classical compounds, in i kul tal ‘to 
swallow" (late attested), and variously in the dialects. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects: *kul tal, *kl(a)n- ‘to swallow’; in Larabat, Lazax, 
Agulis, etc.: *kul ‘gullet, throat” [HAB 2: 655-656]. 

Compare also Hor on ‘throat’, etc. See Jahukyan 1972: 286. 
eETYM Since long, connected with Lat. gula ‘gullet, throat’, Slav. Zelt ‘gullet’, 
Gr. ó£ieap, -axoc n. ‘decoy’, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 460-461; HAB 2: 655]. The 
vocalism of the Armenian is troublesome. The following solutions have been 
proposed: ablaut *g"el- :*g"ul-, cf. Lat. gula (see HAB, ibid.; Klingenschmitt 1982: 
211-212: “lautsymbolische Wortschöpfung”); zero-grade (Godel 1975: 126; 
Jahukyan 1982: 179, 21553; 1987: 124). Olsen (1999: 157, 757,07, 778, 806) derives 
from *g"]h,-, explaining -u- by a rounding effect of the labiovelar. However, as she 
admits (p. 778), this is at variance with katin ‘acorn’ and karik‘ ‘need, trouble’. The 
other examples are not strong: kerakur ‘food’ is a kind of reduplication, and the 
etymology of k'uf ‘thread’ is doubtful (see s.v.). 

The appurtenance of anktmem ‘to sink’ is disputed; see Jahukyan 1987: 124, 167 
(with references and a discussion). Klingenschmitt (1982: 211,5) accepts the 
connection with *kul- ‘to swallow’ and assumes a denominative to *and-kul-mo- 
“hinunter verschlungen, untergetaucht’. 


kut, GSg Dr or kloy according to NHB, but without evidence '(braided/plaited) cord, 
string, lace, thread’. 

The word is usually taken as meaning ‘fold, bend, ply’ (NHB, HAB) or ‘double’ 
(Bugge: ‘Doppelung, das Doppelte’; Pedersen: ‘verdoppelung’; Beekes: ‘double’). 
However, a closer look to the evidence helps to revise the semantics. 

Independently the word is attested in later literature. In Grigor Narekac‘i /10-1 
cent./ 71.2 (Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 528; Russ. transl. 1988: 225; Engl. transl. 
2001: 338): and kuls bareac'n C‘aris hiwsem : “B kpyueuyro Tour! moópa s 
BIUIEeTAIO H 3110” : “the braided thread of good I interlace with evil”. 

In Mxit‘ar Aparanc‘i (15" cent.) apud NHB 1: 1122c, ku? refers to the cord of a 
fish-hook: kut kart ‘in. 


jr 


*kumb 381 


The oldest attestation of the word is in the compound erek -kul or erek -kt-i, in 
Ecclesiastes 4.12: arasan eret bd (vars. erek -kt-i, erek -kin) oč‘ valvataki xzesc ʻi : 
kai TO Onaptiov TO évtpitov ov tayéwç Amoppaynoeraı ` “a threefold cord is not 
quickly broken". Arm. erek -ku! could actually mean ‘(consisting of) three threads’, 
and arasan erek'kul! can be understood as “a three-threaded cord". Nersés 
Lambronac‘i (12" cent.) seems to have understood it the same way since he 
rephrases the passage as follows (NHB 1: 1122c): zayspisi Saramaneal erek‘ kuls 
oč‘ kare vatvataki xzel “(one) cannot break such plaited three threads quickly". 

Combining this with the dialectal evidence (see below) I conclude that the basic 
meaning of the word is ‘(braided/plaited) cord, string, lace, thread’ rather than ‘fold, 
ply’. 
eDIAL In dialects mainly refers to ‘lace of foot-wear’ (Larabal) or ‘a tie/cord of 
plough (samii p 'ok)'; also Larabat kot-an ‘a leather strap, thong (to tie the yoke to 
the plough or wagon)’ [Davt‘yan 1966: 401], Ararat, Bulanox, Xian Kiel ‘to fold the 
cord’, etc. [Aéafean 1913: 578b, 603b; HAB 2: 657a; HayLezBrbBar 3, 2002: 109, 
206a]. 

V. Arak“elyan (1979: 43-44) argues that both in the literature and the dialects ku 
basically refers to ‘rope, cord’ rather than ‘fold, twisting, plait’. 
eETYM Bugge (1889: 42; 1892: 457) derives ku? ‘Doppelung, das Doppelte’ from 
*duoplo- (cf. Lat. duplus, etc.). Ačatyan (HAB 2: 657a) does not accept the 
etymology leaving the origin of the word open. The connection is adopted by 
Pedersen (1906: 398 = 1982: 176), Kortlandt (1989: 48, 50 = 2003: 92, 95), Beekes 
(2003: 200). 

Since the basic meaning of ku? seems to be ‘rope, cord, string, etc.’ (see above, 
also V. Afak‘elyan 1979: 43-44), and in view of the resemblance with k ‘ud *(plaited) 
thread’ (Bible+); dial. also ‘cord; lace’, I consider the derivation of ku? from 
*duoplo- as improbable. The connection between ku? and k ‘ui has been suggested by 
Dervischjan (1877: 37-38). The alternation E : k‘ favours a loan origin. 

See also s.vv. erku ‘two’, erkiwt ‘fear’, and 2.1.22.6. 


*kumb ‘emboss (of a shield)’: kmb-eay ‘enbossed (shield)’ (John Chrysostom); 
oski-kmb-é in P*awstos Buzand 5.32 (1883=1984: 196°; transl. Garsoian 1989: 
214): oskikmbe vahanok'n “with gold-embossed shields"; cf. oskekmbeay vahanok' 
in the letter from Bishop Giwt (Sth cent.) to Vac'e (king of Atuank*) apud Movses 
Katankatuac‘i 1.11 [V. Arak'elyan 1983: 21"'^]. The compound is also attested in 
John Chrysostom; in published editions: IPl oski gmb-e-i-w-k', GDPI oski 
gmb-e-i-c'. Further: kmbrawor or kmrbawor, perhaps for *kmb-awor ‘embossed 
(shield) in Mxit‘ar Goš (Law Code, 12" cent.), Smbat Sparapet (Law Code, 13" 
cent.). 
eDIAL Preserved only in Bulanox gamb ‘hump on the neck/back of people and 
especially of an ox or buffalo’ (S. Movsisyan, p.c. apud HAB 2: 659a). That in this 
dialect a word has no “full” vowel is not uncommon; cf. Salak‘ from sli-k‘ ‘neck’ 
(q.v.). 

If reliable, the reading variant in g- (John Chrysostom, see above) can be 
compared to the Bulanox form. An influence of gmbet‘ ‘cupola’ (Hexaemeron, etc., 
widespread in the dialects; Iranian loan) is possible, too. 
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eETYM Probably from *eumb'-: MHG kumm(e) f. ‘rundes, tiefes Gefäß, Kufe, 
Napf, Germ. Kumme ‘tiefe Schale’, Pers. gumbed “Wölbung, Kuppel, Becher? 
[Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 1: 308] (cf. Arm. gmbet‘ ‘cupola’, see above), Lith. gumbas 
m. ‘Wolbung, Geschwulst, Knorren’, Latv. gumba ‘Geschwulst’, OCS goba 
‘sponge’, Russ. gubá ‘lip’, Czech houba ‘mushroom, tree-fungus', huba ‘snout, 
mouth’, SCr. güba *mushroom, tree-fungus, leprosy, snout’, etc. [HAB 2: 658-659]. 
For a discussion, see Jahukyan 1987: 169 (cf. 126). 

One wonders whether we are dealing with a word of substratum origin, which can 
also be compared with Gr. xuußaxog *head-foremost, tumbling; crown of a helmet’, 
next to xóufir ‘head’, etc. (cf. Furnée 1972: 176, 284-285; de Vaan 1999: 11). 


kurn, GDSg Kran ‘(anatom.) back; side’ (Canon Law, John Chrysostom, etc.), ‘joint 
between the shoulder and arm’ (Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i); dial. also ‘arm’, ‘pelvis’, etc. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meanings ‘back’, ‘arm’, ‘pelvis’, etc. [HAB 
2: 663-664]. Clear textual illustrations for the meaning ‘arm’ of kur, pl. korner can 
be found, e.g., in a folk-tale from Ijewan, the village of Uzunt‘ala (A. Karapetyan < 
Hambarjum Karapetyan, 1959: HZHek* 6, 1973: 416-417). 
eETYM If the basic meaning is ‘curved/bending body-part', the word may be related 
(see Alayan 1974: 88-91, 102-108) with kor ‘curved, crooked’, kr-t'-un-k' ‘back’, 
krukn "heel" (see s.v.v.), although the vocalism is not quite clear. For the semantics, 
see 3.7.2. 
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ha ‘there!’ (John Chrysostom+), ‘now!, now then! (Paterica+), ‘yes’ (Dionysius 
Thrax+). See also s.v. ayo ‘yes’. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects: ha ‘yes’; with regular sound changes: Agulis hd 
and Van-group xa [HAB 3: 3a]. 
eETYM Onomatopoeic word. See s.v. ayo ‘yes’. 


hamr, GDP! hamer-c ' ‘dumb, mute’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Of unknown origin [HAB 3: 29a; Olsen 1999: 964]. 

The word may have been composed of the prefix ham- (« *sm-) and *mu-r 
‘mute’, from PIE *mu-, see s.v. munj ‘dumb, mute’; cf. especially Greek forms with 
*-r-: UDVADOSG, LUpIKAc. 

On the other hand, cf. Pahl. xamos ‘silent’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 93). 


hay, o-stem ‘Armenian’ in Nersés Lambronac‘i (GDSg hay-o-y), Nersés Snorhali; hay 
adj. ‘Armenian’ (Revelation, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i, Anania Sirakac‘i, 
Grigor Narekac‘i); hay-er, o-stem: coll. ‘Armenians’ in Lazar P‘arpec‘i and, gen/dat. 
hayer-o-y, in Yovhan Mamikonean; hayerén ‘Armenian’, adv. (Esther 2.16, Eznik 
Kotbac‘i, Eusebius of Caesarea, etc.), adj. (Koriwn, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, etc.); Hay-k*, 
o-stem: gen-dat. Hay-o-c‘ (Bible [Astuacaturean 1895: 828a; Olsen 1999: 946]+); 
sg. Hayastan ‘Armenia, Armenian (world)? (Agat‘angetos, P'awstos Buzand, 
Koriwn, etc.). 
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This is the principal word for ‘Armenian’ and ‘Armenia’. For attestations and 
derivatives, see NHB 2: 29-32; Hübschmann 1904: 443. Note also the theonym and 
asterism Hayk ‘Orion’, see 3.1.1-3.1.4. 
eETYM The connection between hay, Hay-k' and Hayk is obvious, although there is 
no consensus on the nature of this relationship. Thomson (1978: 886), for instance, 
points out that the origin of Hay-k‘ ‘Armenians’ is obscure, and its etymology from 
Hayk is impossible. However, Hay-k can easily be derived from hay/Hay-k' with the 
suffix -ik. For references and a general discussion of the relationship with Hayk, the 
eponymous ancestor of the Armenians, see Durean 1933: 87-93; AcarAnjn 3, 1946: 
31-36; Eremyan 1963: 62a; Adontz 1970 passim; Garsoian 1989: 379, 480-481; 
Hewsen 1992: 187165; Olsen 1999: 946. 

As for the origin of Hay-k', derivations from Hatti and Haiasa- have been 
proposed. Jensen (1898: 109; 1904: 182a"; 1911: 333; see also Pedersen 1906: 
452; 1924: 220a = 1982: 230, 303a) derives hay and Hay-k from *Hat(i)os and 
interprets the final -k in Hayk as diminutive (on the suffix, see also A. Petrosyan 
2006: 100).”* On the origin of Hay-k‘ and its relationship with Hayk, Haiasa-, Hatti, 
see Kretschmer 1933; Austin 1942: 23; Lap'anc'yan 1947; Nalbandian 1948; 
Jahukyan 1961; 1964; 1967b: 59; 1987: 279-285; 1988, 1-2; 1994: 12; D’jakonov 
1968: 235-237; 1971: 10,0; 1983; 1984: 179-180, 200-201; Schmitt 1972-74: 40-41; 
Greppin 1981c: 1215; A. Petrosyan 2002: 53-63, 159-163, 173-178; 2003 passim; 
2004: 2075; 2007a passim). The most recent and comprehensive overview on this 
subject can be found in A. Petrosyan 2006, especially 70-88, 99-142. 

The theory on the relation between Hay-k' and Hajasa- (N. Martirosyan 1972: 
164-166 « 1921-22; Roth 1927: 743; Jahukyan 1961: 386-389, see also references 
above; for a comprehensive bibliographical survey, see A. Petrosyan 2006: 118-119) 
has been met with hypercriticism. I admit that there is no physical linguistic 
evidence in favour of the presence of an Armenian population of Haja$a-, but there 
is no reason to exclude it either, since nothing from the language(s) of HaiaSa- has 
come down to us apart from some onomastic and toponymic evidence (D’jakonov 
1984: 46). Some traces of Indo-European, particularly Aryan elements can be found 
in Hajasan onomasticon: 

Mariia- (see V. Xac'atryan 1988) : Skt. (RV+) márya- m. ‘young man, young 
warrior’ (see Jahukyan 1961: 369-370; 1964: 35-37; 1976: 94-95; 1987: 327; 1988, 
1: 65-66; Ivanov 1979; cf. Weidner 1917: 55; Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 21); 

Taksanas ‘Weather-god’ : Skt. táksan- m. *wood-cutter, carpenter" (RV+), Av. 
tasan- m. 'creator (of cattle)’ (see Hrach Martirosyan 1993: 56-57; A. Petrosyan 
2002: 49; on the PIE background of this term, see s.v. hiwsn ‘carpenter’). The Hittite 
theory on the origin of this theonym (Forrer 1931: 8; Jahukyan 1964: 54-55; 1976: 
95) is semantically less attractive. 

For a possible trace of the Armenian language in the HayaSan onomasticon, note 
the theonym Terittitunis, which has been interpreted as ‘a deity with three tails’, 
composed of *fri- ‘three’ and ttun ‘tail’, cf. also Gr. Tpitav, etc. (Lap‘anc‘yan 1947: 
94-95; Jahukyan 1961: 355, 378-379; 1976: 96-97; 1988, 1: 61, 66-67; Toporov 
1977: 104-105; A. Petrosyan 2002: 36121). 


™ For further discussion, references and theories see also s.v. hoy ‘fright’. 
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In what follows I briefly summarize my provisional view which is based on my 
unpublished study, Hrach Martirosyan 1993. 

The kingdom (according to D’jakonov 1984: 46, tribal confederation) of Haiasa- 
is attested only in Hittite texts from 14-13" centuries BC. It is located in NW 
peripheries of the historical Armenia, probably in the valley of the river Corox and 
its surroundings (Forrer 1931; Lap‘anc‘yan 1947: 9-64; Jahukyan 1961: 356-361; 
1964: 15-22; D’jakonov 1984: 45-46, 149-150, 191; IstDrevVost 2, 1988: 144). 

The territory of this land roughly coincides with that of the Chalybes in Pontus, 
who were famous for the preparation of steel (Gr. xaAvy ‘hardened iron, steel’), oi 
ciónpotéktovec yóAvflec (see Latysev 1947, 2: 327; Are&yan 1975: 22). According 
to D'jakonov (1984: 117, 162103, cf. also 172225, 18415, 19441), Chalybes is actually 
not a real ethnonym but means ‘steel makers' or ‘iron miners’. 

In these areas, the iron metallurgy is known from the 2" millennium or perhaps 
even earlier (for references and a discussion of this issue, as well as of Hatt. hapalki- 
and Akkad./Hurr. habalginnu ‘iron’, see Xaxutajsvili 1974; 1988; Ivanov 1976: 82; 
1977a: 27-2876; 1983b: 53-56; Toporov, PrJaz (2), e-h, 1979: 200-203; Vartanov 
1983; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 710,; IstDrevVost 2, 1988: 254). That the 
Armenians were in a close relationship with the Chalybians is witnessed by the term 
Armenochalybes (Adontz 1970: 47-48; Eremyan 1970: 53; Tirac‘yan 1985: 201). 

On the strength of this, I propose to revive the comparison of Haiasa- with the 
PIE word for ‘metal, copper, iron’, proposed by Jahukyan (1961: 388-389; 1964: 67, 
especially 671»; cf. 1987: 283-284; see also A. Petrosyan 1997: 93-94). We are 
dealing with PIE */5ei-e/os-, s-stem neuter: Skt. ayas- n. ‘Nutzmetall’ [in contrast 
with hiranya- ‘Edelmetall’], ‘copper’, later ‘iron’, äyasd- adj., f. ayasi- ‘made of 
copper/iron’ (RV+), OAv. aiiah- n. ‘ordeal metal (at the last judgement)’, YAv. aiiah- 
n. ‘metal’, Lat. aes, aeris n. ‘copper ore, copper; bronze’, Goth. aiz ‘bronze’, etc. 
(see Schrijver 1991: 39; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 104). It is well known that PIE 
s-stem neuters are reflected as Armenian o-stems (see 2.2.2.1). PIE ""/nei-e/os- 
would regularly yield Arm. *hay, -oc‘. The Hittite rendering Hajasa- may reflect the 
Aryan oblique *Hayasa- (unless it contains the suffix -5a-). That the vocalic shift 
PIE e/o > Aryan a had already taken place at the Mitanni period is clearly seen from 
panza- (Kikkuli) vs. Skt. panca ‘five’. Thus, Hay-k', Haiasa- may have actually 
meant ‘the land of metal or iron’, and Arm. hay referred to an inhabitant of the land 
of metal/iron’; compare the case of Gr. yóAvy ‘hardened iron, steel’, the appellative 
of the Chalybes. 

The Armenian h- instead of x- (cf. Hrozny 1921-22 p.c. apud N. Martirosyan 
1972: 164-165; D'jakonov 1984: 191b) is not problematic, since the native origin of 
Hay-k' implies that Haiasa- with h represents the Hittite reflection of the vernacular 
Armenian form and not the other way around (see also A. Petrosyan 2002: 178; 
2006: 125-126). For Armenian h- as the regular outcome of PIE initial laryngeal 
followed by a vowel, see 2.1.16.1. 

In respect with this theory, it is noteworthy that the Aryan word for ‘metal, iron’ is 
considered to be reflected in Abkhaz ajha "mon" (Uslar (1887: 132). In recent times, 


75 Xenophon (Anabasis 5.5.1, see 2001: 416/417; Arm. transl. Krkyasaryan 1970: 121) 
informs us that most of the Chalybians gained their livelihood from working on iron. 
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both Indo-Aryan (Sagirov/Dzidzarija 1985: 59) and Iranian (Ardzinba 1988: 267) 
solutions have been proposed. According to Colarusso (1997: 144), Abkhaz a-ayxa 
and Abaza ayxa ‘iron; metal’ go back to PNWCauc. *a-yoXa, which he relates to our 
PIE word (here reconstructed as *2;ay-so-/*a4y-as- < *(h)ayxa) in terms of Proto- 
Pontic. 

Note also Arm. darbin ‘smith’, probably a cultural term of MedPont origin (cf. 
Lat. faber 'craftsman, artisan; metal worker, smith"), which has possibly been 
borrowed into Hurrian tabiri ‘MetallgieBer’, probably also ‘smith’ (see s.v. darbin 
*smith"). 

Other names of the Armenians 

For literature and a discussion on armen ‘Armenian’, see D’jakonov 1968: 234- 
235; Schmitt 1980; 2008; Jahukyan 1987: 285-288; A. Petrosyan 2006: 103,. Other 
names: somexi by Georgians and fla by Kurds (D'jakonov 1968: 234; Jahukyan 
1987: 279); cf. also geint and ginik glossed by hay in Bargirk* hayoc‘ (HAB 1: 536a; 
Amalyan 1975: 64N'?!, G7N?!9- cf. S. Petrosyan 1976: 193; A. Petrosyan 1987: 67- 
68)/5; Arm. dial. of Artial Kabzan ‘Armenian’ (Acatyan 1953: 195). 


hayt‘- ‘to attach, adjust, put together’ (Lex.), hayt‘ayt‘em (or hayt -hayt'em in Yov- 
hannes Öjnec‘i) ‘to devise, contrive, concoct, find a solution or pretext, make an 
effort' (Philo, Book of Chries, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.), hayt‘ayt‘-an-k‘, a-stem: 
GDP! -an-a-c ‘, IPl -an-a-w-k‘ ‘contrivance, way out, effort’ (Gank Kotbac‘i, Elise, 
Movses Xorenac‘i, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, John Chrysostom, etc.); probably also privative 
an-het‘et‘ or an-heded ‘deformed, shapeless, hideous, monstrous; gigantic, 
enormous’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i, P‘awstos Buzand, Movses Xorenac'i, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 
Book of Chries, John Chrysostom, etc.). 
@SEMANTICS The meaning ‘to attach, adjust, put together’, though recorded only by 
lexicographers, seems to be original. The semantic development into 'to devise, 
contrive, find a pretext, etc.’ presupposes an intermediary ‘to tie a lie, concoct a way 
out or a pretext’. For such a figurative usage, compare ClArm. niwt'em ‘to twine, 
braid, spin’ > ‘to devise, contrive’ (Dowsett 1965: 120); yawdem ‘to tie, form, adjust, 
put together’ > ‘to concoct a lie’ (HAB 3: 412b). 

The form an-het ‘et /an-hedede, if related (the vocalism and the vacillation -t‘/d- 
are unclear, HAB 1: 202a), presupposes a basic meaning ‘deformed’ < ‘un-shaped, 
un-formed, un-adjusted’ or the like, compare the synonymous an-ard-il (with ard 
‘shape’, q.v.), found alongside anheded in Book of Chries 5.5.8 (G. Muradyan 1993: 
1205; Russ. transl. G. Muradjan 2000: 115). Alongside anheded is found also an- 
ar-i ‘monstrous’ (q.v.) in P‘awstos Buzand 5.37 (1883-1984: 202-65, composed of 
the privative prefix an- and the root *ar- *to put together'. 

Next to the meaning ‘shapeless, ugly’, anhet'et /anheded displays a further 
semantic development into ‘gigantic, enormous’. Here is a clear textual illustration 
from Seb&os (7th cent), Chapter 20 (Xac'atryan/Eliazaryan 2005: 104-5 transl. 
Thomson 1999: 39): Ew er sa ayr anheded (var. anhet 'et' in 1851: 89?) anjamb ew 
getec ‘ik tesleamb, ew barjr ew layn hasakaw, ew burn ew c‘amak‘ marmnov "He 


76 Theoretically, getni(k) could reflect *gain-ik through Aéatyan’s Law. One may consider a 
comparison with the Celtic ethnonym Galli, etc. from *gal-n- < *g"I-n-, cf. Celtic *gala 
"valor, ability’ (for consultations on the Celtic material I am indebted to Ranko Matasović). 
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was a man gigantic in stature and handsome of appearance, strong and of solid 
body". 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 3: 30. 

Jahukyan (1963a: 92; 1987: 146) derives *hayt‘- from PIE *sai-t- (see below on 
this etymon). He is sceptical on the appurtenance of an-het ʻet‘ (Jahukyan 1990: 74, 
noting only the privative prefix an-). This etymology is quite acceptable, though it 
has remained unknown to Indo-Europeanists. 

The PIE word is now reconstructed as *séh,i-, *sh;i-: Skt. pres. syáti, sináti, perf. 
d sisdya, aor. sát, caus. säydyati ‘to bind, fasten, fetter’, sitá- ‘bound’, setár- m. 
‘binding; fetter’, Av. hi- ‘to chain, bind’, Khot. hiya adj. ‘bound’, Hitt. ishai, ishianzi 
‘to bind, wrap’, OHG seid n. ‘cord’, Lith. siéti ‘to bind, tie’, saitas, siétas ‘cord, tie’, 
Latv. siet ‘to bind, tie’, saite ‘cord, cuff’, OCS seto ‘snare, trap’, Russ. set’ ‘net’, Old 
Czech sit ‘twinning’, etc.; cf. also *sehzi-tu-: Skt. sétu- m. ‘band, fetter, dam, 
bridge’, YAv. haétu- m. ‘dam’, Khot. hi ‘bridge’, Oss. xid/xed ‘bridge’, etc. For the 
forms and a discussion on this etymon, see Pokorny 1959: 891-892; Fraenkel 2, 
1965: 756, 783; Lubotsky 1988: 47; Schrijver 1991: 519-520; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 720-721, 745; Derksen 1996: 118-119, 205; Kulikov 2000; 2001: 506-508; 
Cheung 2002: 248; 2007: 135-136; Kloekhorst 2008: 391-393; Derksen 2008: 448; 
cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 362a. 

Arm. hayt'em and reduplicated Ahayt'-(h)ayt'em are thus denominative verbs 
based on an otherwise unattested noun *hayt - < *shj-ti- or *s(e)h;i-tu-. 

In my opinion, this PIE verb is reflected in Arm. hi-anam ‘to be astounded, 
stricken with amazement, terror or admiration’ < ‘to be bound’ (q.v.). 

A highly hypothetical trace of PArm. *hayt‘- ‘cord, tie’ may be seen in ClArm. 
orogayt' ‘snare, trap’, if this is composed of *orog- ‘net, spider-web' (cf. *orog-al- > 
Svedia vurukal ‘trap, spider-web', see Andreasyan 1967: 277, 378b) and *hayt - 
‘cord, snare’, cf. OCS séte ‘snare, trap’, Russ. set’ ‘net’; thus: ‘net-trap, net-snare’. 
On the other hand, orogayt‘ may contain gayt‘ ‘delusion; trap’. 

Another possible trace may be seen in dial. *jmet‘ or *jmayt‘ ‘snow blindness’ 
(q.v.), if composed of */(i)m- ‘snow’ and *hayt - ‘bond’. 


hayim ‘to watch, look at, wait’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in some W and SW dialects: Xarberd, Tigranakert, Cilicia, 
Van-group, etc. More widespread is the derivative hay-eli ‘mirror’ [HAB 3: 29-30]. 
Moks infinitive xil, lsg.pres. ka-xim ‘I see’ [Orbeli 2002: 248]; for textual 
illustrations, see op. cit. 104f (imper. xiya), 120°’ (3sg.pres. ka-xa", neg. c ó-xo^). 

See also s.v. *hes- ‘to see’. 

eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 33) compares with Skt. payu- ‘guard, protector’, 
Gr. roıunv m. ‘herdsman’, etc. See also s.vv. hoviw ‘shepherd’, hawt ‘flock, group’, 
hawran ‘flock of sheep or goats; sheepfold’. Acaryan (HAB 3: 29b) does not accept 
this etymology and leaves the origin of the word open. Alayan (1974: 92-93) 
independently proposed practically the same etymology. Jahukyan (1990: 72, sem. 
field 15) places hayim in his list of words of unknown origin. However, the 
derivation PIE *peh;i- (or *ph;i-) > Arm. hay- does not seem impossible. For the 
semantics cf. Sogd. "p 'y- ‘to watch, observe’ (see MacKenzie 1970: 42; Mayrhofer 
EWAia), Czech pasti ‘pasture, watch’. 
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Patrubány (1897: 139) interprets hay ‘Armenian’ as “Wachter, Hüter” identifying 
it with hayim ‘to look at, watch’. He (ibid.) derives Hayk from the ethnonym hay 
with the suffix -k. Jahukyan (1987: 284-285) independently suggests a semantically 
similar explanation, deriving hay ‘Armenian’ from PIE *pöi-/pai- ‘to pasture, guard, 
keep’. Jahukyan based this etymology upon Herodotus 5.49 where the Armenians 
are characterized as “having plenty of sheep" (roAvzpoßaror). The passage reads as 
follows: Kılikwv 6& tévoe ëyovtaı "Apusvioı oide, xai obroı &övres noAvnpoßaroı. 
For a ModArm. translation and commentary, see KrkyaSaryan 1986: 305, 60339. 

If one accepts the derivation of hayim “to watch’ from PIE *p(e)Hi- ‘to guard’, 
then Jahukyan's etymology practically coincidies with that of Patrubány. 

Earlier, Jahukyan (1967: 106) suggested a connection with Arm. hoy ‘fear’ and 
hi-anam ‘to admire’ (q.v.), deriving all from PIE *K"ei- (cf. Skt. cay-/cay- ‘to 
perceive; to observe’, Gr. tim ‘to esteem, deeply respect’, etc.). which cannot be 
accepted. 

See also s.vv. y-ay-t, nayim, vayel. 


hayr, GSg hawr, ISg har-b, NPl har-k', GDPI har-c‘, har-an-c‘ ‘father’ (Bible+). 
Numerous derivatives with hayr or hawr-. 

Alongside with ham-a-hayr ‘having one father’ and ham-a-mayr ‘having one 
mother’, there is also ham-hawr-eay = f. 6uo-xatpia in Leviticus 18.11: hamhoreay 
koyr ko e : öuonarpia AösApn cov otv. The same structure is found in 
ham-mawr-eay (cf. 6uo-untpia), only in Mxit‘ar Goš (Law Code, 12" cent.), 
apparently analogical after ham-hawr-eay, since the passage is identical: hammoreay 
k‘oyr k'o €. 

In Mxit'ar Goš (Law Code, 12^ cent.) one also finds hawr-u ‘stepfather’ (in 
genitive höru-i). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In some dialects replaced by pap ‘grandfather’ or 
by recent borrowings. ClArm. hör-elbayr ‘paternal uncle’, hor-a-k'oyr “paternal 
aunt’, etc. are represented by variegated types of allegro-forms; see 2.1.35. 

Interesting is *hayr-a-hot ‘father-like’, lit. ‘of paternal odour’: Moks xeräxut IM. 
Muradyan 1982: 137]. Widespread in the epic “Sasna crer". 

The word hawru ‘stepfather’ has been preserved in Hamsen bor [Acatyan 1947: 
12, 242]. 
eETYM From PIE *ph;ter, gen. *phztr-ds ‘father’: Skt. pita, AccSg pitáram, VocSg 
pitar, DSg pitre, NPI pitáras, DPI pitfbhyas (Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 128-129), 
Gr. zatnp, AccSg narepa, GSg zomdc, Lat. pater, patris, Goth. fadar, OHG fater, 
Toch. A pacar, B pacer, etc.; see Hübschmann 1897: 463; HAB 3: 31-32 with 
references; Pokorny 1959: 829; Mallory/Adams 1997: 194-195. 

On the paradigm and a discussion of gen. hawr < *ph;trós, instr. har-b < *photr- 
b"i- and other case forms, see Grammont 1918: 236; Meillet 1936: 81-82; Schmitt 
1981: 73-75, 100, 110, 112; Olsen 1999: 150-151; Matzinger 2005: 20, 104, and 
espec. 126-131. 

MidArm. *hawr-u ‘stepfather’ (genitive höru-i, hapax, 12" cent.) is considered 
analogical after mawru ‘stepmother’ (q.v.); cf. Gr. matpwóç, matpvióç m. 
‘stepfather’. It has been preserved in the dialect of Hamsen. See also s.v. yawray 
‘stepfather’. 
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hayc‘em ‘to ask, supplicate’ (Bible+), ‘look for, demand’ (John Chrysostom, etc.); 
hayc‘ in hayc‘ ew xndir linem ‘to look for’ (Hexaemeron). 
eETYM See s.v. ayc‘. 


han, o-stem: GDAbISg han-o-y (Movses Xorenac‘i, Canon Law, etc.; cf. below) 
‘grandmother’ (attested also in John Chrysostom, Philo); han-i; wo-stem: LocSg i 
hanw-o-y, var. i han-o-y (2 Timothy 1.5, Grigor Narekac‘i), IP] hanw-o-v-k' in the 
letter from Bishop Giwt (Sth cent) to Vaé‘é (king of Atuank‘) apud Movsés 
Kalankatuac'i 1.11 (V. Arak‘elyan 1983: 20°") ‘id.’; hypocoristic han-ik, GDSg 
hank-an (in a colophon; cf. the dialect of Juta) ‘id.’ (Ephrem, Vardan Arewelc'i, 
Yaysmawurk‘). 

In 2 Timothy 1.5: bnakec'aw i hanwoy (var. hanoy) k'um "dwelt in your 
grandmother" (said of the faith); locative i hanwoy = Ev tH uauun. In Grigor 
Narekac‘i 36 (1985: 397'*, reading variants: 770b): han-oy-n, vars. hanwoyn, 
hangoyn, etc. NHB (2: 45c) also cites Movses Xorenac‘i 2.22 for han-i, GDSg 
hanwoy. In the critical edition (191321991: 138), however, one finds the passage 
in 2.23, in the form han-oy-n, with no reading variants. 
eDIAL The form han-ik has been preserved in the dialect of Jula: xanik 
‘grandmother’ [HAB 3: 33b], with a regular shift h > x [Aéafean 1940: 112]; 
belongs to the 4" (-an) declension class of the dialect: GSg xang-a, AblSg 
xang-an-ic‘, ISg xang-an-ov, NPl xanak-ner [Acarean 1940: 190, 372a]. Compare 
hankan above. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. &vvíg ‘mother-in-law’, Lat. anus ‘old woman’, Lith. 
anyta *husband's mother', etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 463; Szemerényi 1977: 48]. The 
alternative etymology linking Arm. han with hin ‘old’ as an Iranian loan (cf. YAv. 
hana- ‘old woman’, Skt. sána- ‘old’) is considered improbable [HAB 3: 33]. 

Arm. bont) and Hitt. hanna- ‘grandmother’ point to *A;en- [Schrijver 1991: 45]. 
The by-form han-i may derive from *h;en-iH-, cf. Lith. anyta. 

On the initial h-, see s.v. haw ‘grandfather’ and 2.1.16.1. 


*hang ‘breath, rest’ (dial.); hangé‘im, 3sg.aor hang-e-aw ‘to rest’; hangi-st, GDSg 
hangst-ean ‘rest, peace; resting place, grave’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Both hangé‘im and hangist are widespread in the dialects. The root-form is 
represented in Aparan, Alaskert, Ararat hank‘, Mus hang", Moks xang”, Van xank?, 
etc. ‘breath, rest’ [HAB 3: 35-36]. The meaning ‘grave’ of hangist can be seen e.g. 
in R. Grigoryan 1970: 320". For the semantic shift ‘rest’ > ‘grave’ cf. e.g. andorr 
“quiet” > Ares ändörk‘ “the Otherworld’ [Lusenc* 1982: 197a]. 
eETYM A connection with Lat. quiesco ‘to rest” was suggested by Pedersen (1905: 
219 = 1982: 81). Acaryan (HAB 3: 35b) mentions Pedersen’s comparison but leaves 
the origin of the word open. Meillet (1936a) independently suggests the same 
comparison convincingly deriving PArm. *hangi- from *sm-K"iH-, cf. Lat. quies, 
-etis f. ‘rest, quiet, peace; sleep; death’, quiesco ‘to rest’. For the absence of 
palatalization of the labiovelar after nasal he compares Arm. hing ‘five’ from 
*penk"e. For references and a discussion on hangi-st, -ean, see Olsen 1999: 
480-482. 

Lat. quies, -étis derives from "K"ieh;-ti-, cf. Av. šāiti- f. ‘happiness’, OPers. 

Siyati- f. ‘Glick, Glückseligkeit, Wohlfahrt’, Av. syato ‘happy’ < *-to-, etc. 
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[Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 143; Schrijver 1991: 140; Rix 2003: 368]; cf. Arm. 
Sat, an Iranian loan [HAB 3: 498-499]. 

Remarkably, *sy-k"iH- is found also in Iranian languages: Oss. encad ‘quiet, 
tranquil, quietly’ from *ham-cyata, Sogd. 'nc’y ‘to stay, remain’, and Khwar. hncy- 
‘to rest, repose’ (see Cheung 2002: 160). For the structure of these forms and Arm. 
hangist cf. also the Iranian source (*han-dr-ta-) of Arm. handart ‘quiet’ [HAB 3: 
38-39]. 


hanem, 3.sg.aor. e-han ‘to take out, take off, draw out, remove, bring outside, bring 

forth, grab’ (Bible+). 
For some Biblical attestations, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 131. 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 34b]. 
eETYM Etymology uncertain. For a comparison with Skt. sanoti ‘to win, gain’, etc., 
see s.v. unim ‘to take, have, obtain’. On the other hand, a relation with Hitt. han- ‘to 
draw, scoop’ has been proposed, see Lap‘anc‘yan 1961: 187-188; Schultheiss 1961: 
225; Greppin 1973: 71; Polomé 1980: 21. 


hask, i-stem: GDPI hask-ic ' in Book of Chries and Cyril of Alexandria; loc. i hask-i in 
Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 135-5; a-stem: GDPI hask-a-c‘ in Hexaemeron 
(K. Muradyan 1984: 128''?) ‘ear of corn’. 

Many attestations in the Bible, but not in oblique cases [Astuacaturean 1895: 
853-854]. The passage from Job 24.24 illustrates the semantic contrast hask = 
otaxus ‘ear’ vs. c'awlun = kalaum ‘stalk, stubble’: kam ibrew zhask ink‘nin ankeal i 
c‘awinoy “or as an ear of corn, fallen off the stalk of itself’: 7 doen otáyuc 
AvTOLATOS &zoncoov ano kaAGugc (Cox 2006: 172); according to Rahlfs: 7 doen 
OTÓXVÇ UNO KAAGLNG abTOMATOS GXOTEOOV. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 48b]. The Van-group has with an 
irregular -š-: Van, Moks, Ozim xask [Aéatyan 1952: 274], Satax xask [M. Muradyan 
1962: 57, 200a]. Orbeli (2002: 243) has Moks xäsk, GSg xdska*, NPI xáskir ‘Komoc 
(roxioBka)'. Aéaryan (1952: 85) hesitantly assumes an influence of Pers. xüsa, Pahl. 
xösak ‘ear of corn’. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 48b. Jahukyan (1967: 241) 
derived from *ak- ‘sharp’ connecting with Arm. asein ‘needle’ (q.v.), cf. Gr. dkoorn 
f. ‘barley’, Goth. ahs n., OHG ahir n., etc. ‘ear of corn’, etc. Later he abandoned the 
etymology since it is not included in Jahukyan 1987, and the word is considered to 
be of unknown origin in 1990: 72 (sem. field 8). Olsen (1999: 953), too, lists hask as 
a word of unknown origin. 

Nevertheless, the etymology is worth of consideration. The PIE root is *h ek- 
‘sharp’ which would yield Arm. *has-. For the semantics cf. also OEngl. egl f. 
‘awn’ < *h;ek-ileh;-, Gr. axn f. ‘point’, Lat. acies f. ‘sharp edge’, Lith. akuotas 
*awn', etc. Most of these cognates are feminines, thus the i- and a-stems of Arm. 
hask probably point to fem. *-ih;- and *eh;-. Goth. ahs, OHG ahir n., etc. ‘ear (of 
corn)’, Lat. acus, -eris n. ‘husks of grain or beans, chaff’, indirectly also Gr. dxooty 
f. ‘barley’ reflect a neuter s-stem: */ek-es- (see Casaretto 2000: 219-221). 

For the -k- alternative solutions can be offered: (1) derivaton on *h;ek-u-, cf. Lat. 
acuó, -ere ‘to sharpen’, Lith. aküotas ‘awn; fish-bone; cutting edge’ (from *aku-öt- 
or *ak-öt-, R. Derksen, p.c.; the absence of palatalization is unclear), etc.; thus: 
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*n,ek-u- > *hask-; (2) an old suffix *-k-, cf. Lith. àsaka ‘fish-bone; bran’, Russ. 
osóka ‘reed grass’, etc.; even the absence of cognates with *-k- would not be a 
decisive counter-argument since the *-k- functioned also in inner-Armenian 
creations such as boys ‘plant’ from *b'eu(H)-; thus: *hek-k- > hask, (3) a 
“plant-suffix” -k-, cf. tatask ‘thistle’, kask ‘chestnut’, etc. (see 2.3.1). Note that the 
second and third solutions may be identical. 

For the problem of -sk from *-ku-, see 2.1.21. 


hast ‘firm, steady, standing still, tough’ (Bible, Severian of Gabala, John Chrysostom, 
Ephrem, etc.), ‘thick, dense, broad’ (see the dialectal section); hast, i-stem: GDPI 
hast-i-c' (Dionysius the Areopagite), IP] hast-i-w-k‘ (Cyril of Alexandria, George of 
Pisidia, Anania Narekac‘i), loc. i hast-i (Severian of Gabala, John Chrysostom) and i 
hast-oj (John Chrysostom) ‘firmness, the standing still, strength’; hastem ‘to affirm, 
assert, make hard, create’ (Bible+), hast-ic‘ ‘creator’, etc.; numerous compounds 
[HAB 3: 49a]. On hast-a-m-est, see de Lamberterie 1992a: 103-105. 

See also s.vv. hastatem ‘to affirm, assert, reinforce; to build, found, set up, settle, 
establish a dwelling place; to create’, hastoyr ‘decisive’, hasteay attested only in 
API (z-)hasteay-s ‘a kind of pastry’. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 49b]. Especially widespread is the 
meaning ‘thick, dense, broad’, also in many compounds (see Aéafean 1913: 639- 
640; Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 60-62; HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 246-247). This meaning is 
attested in Yaysmawurk‘ and is marked as dialectal (7mk.) in NHB 2: 54b. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1883: 38), linked with the Germanic word for ‘hard, 
steady, strong, firm, dense’: Olc. fastr, OHG festi, fasti, Engl. fast, etc. (Pedersen 
1924: 224b = 1982: 307b), subst. OHG festi ‘firmness, strength; shelter, stronghold, 
fortress’, Germ. Feste, Festung, probably also Skt. pastya- n. “Wohnsitz, 
Wohnstätte, Aufenthalt, Haus’ < ‘fester Wohnsitz’, pastya- f. ‘Wohnsitz, Haus, 
Hausgemeinschaft (according to some scholars, ‘Strom, Fluß’), and some less 
probable cognates [Hiibschmann 1897: 464; Osthoff 1898: 1-2; HAB 3: 49; Pokorny 
1959: 789; Klingenschmitt 1982: 165; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 744, = 1995, 1: 
64819; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 111; HerkWört 1997: 184b; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 204b; Olsen 1999: 201, 850]. 

The Armenian i-declension is secondary (see Jahukyan 1982: 126-127; cf. 1987: 
142), unless it points to an older *past-i(h;)- in a way reflected in OHG festi, festi, 
and/or Skt. pastyd-, pastyd-. 

In view of the limited distribution (see also Salmons apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 
204b) and the vowel *-a-, we are hardly dealing with a PIE word. One may posit a 
European substratum word shared by Armenian, Germanic, possibly also Indo- 
Aryan. In view of the semantics of the Germanic and Indic cognates, as well as that 
of Arm. hastatem ‘to affirm, assert, reinforce; to build, found, set up, settle, establish 
a dwelling place’, one may posit a substratum technical term with an original 
meaning ‘foundation, settlement, fortified dwelling place, fortress’. 

For an extensive philological and etymological discussion and for the relation 
with astem ‘to look for a bride, ask in marriage’, hastim ‘to be engaged, be betrothed 
(said of a girl)’, see de Lamberterie 1992a. Olsen (1999: 201379) alternatively 
assumes a * ph k-to-. A contamination is more probable. For more detail, see s.v. 
astem. 
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Lap‘anc‘yan (1961: 188-189) connects Arm. hast to Hitt. hastai- ‘bones; 
strength’. This is untenable. 


hastat ‘firm, steady, steadfast, solid, constant, sure, valid; certainly, surely, truly, 
really’ (Bible, Canon Law, Ephrem, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc": hastatem ‘to affirm, 
fasten, assert, reinforce; to build, found, set up, settle, establish a dwelling place; to 
create’ (Bible+). 

Rich material in the Bible [Astuacaturean 1895: 854-857]. 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meanings ‘firm, steadfast, solid, well-built, 
valid’ [HAB 3: 50a]. Aslanbek hasdad ‘thick’ semantically replaced hast (see HAB 
3: 49b). 
eETYM Derived from hast ‘firm, steady, standing still’ (q.v.). For the suffix -at, see 
Pedersen 1906: 475-476 = 1982: 253-254; Greppin 1975: 55; Jahakyan 1998: 16; 
Olsen 1999: 335-337. 


hasteay attested only in API (z-)hasteay-s ‘a kind of pastry’. 

NHB and HAB cite only one attestation: ararak‘ nma hasteays ew karkandaks 
“we made cakes for her” (Jeremiah 44.19). 

Another attestation is found by L. Hovhannisyan (1991a: 152; 2000: 218) in 
Ephrem Asori: Ew arnun zmarminn surb: uten zhasteays and Sisals ew and surbs 
zsrbut iwnn “And they take the holy body: (they) eat the hasteay-s with demons 
(sisat-) and the holiness with saints". 

In Bargirk* hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 181%"), hasteays (API) is glossed as barak 
hac‘, kam los “thin bread, or Jo" Not mentioned in NHB and HAB. 
eETYM The etymology is uncertain. Acaryan (HAB 3: 50) hesitantly compares with 
Gr. axın ‘corn’ and naoın > Lat. pasta > Fr. pâte, both of unknown origin. One may 
also consider Lat. panis ‘bread’ < *pastni- and diminutive pastillum ‘a form of 
sacrificial cake’ from *peh;s-t-, probably containing the root *pehzs-: Lat. pascd ‘to 
feed, pasture; to provide food for; to nurture (ground, crops, etc.); to gratify hunger’ 
(see Schrijver 1991: 144 with references, mentioning also Arm. hac‘ ‘bread’ < *pas- 
ki- with a question-mark). 

Arm. hasteay(-k‘) may be alternatively linked with Gr. cc ‘to dry, parch’, Czech 
ozd ‘dried malt’, ozditi ‘to dry malt’, Arm. ostin ‘dry’, aciwn ‘ash’ (q.v.); it can be 
derived from PIE *A;Hs-d- or *h;es-d-, or a deverbative noun *A;H(e)s-ti-. For the 
semantics compare Lat. fer(c)tum ‘a kind of sacrificial bread’ vs. Skt. bhyjjati ‘to fry, 
roast (grains, etc.)’, bhrsta- ‘fried, roasted, baked’ (Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
643, 699; Schrijver 1991: 255; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 278). 

Structurally, hasteay-k' may be interpreted as *hasti- + the collective suffix -ay(- 
k‘). The ultimate origin of *hasti- remains obscure. The possibilities are: QIE *h ek- 
t-i(h2)-, cf. Gr. om ‘corn’; QIE *pehps-ti-, cf. Lat. panis "bread < *pastni-, 
pastillum ‘a form of sacrificial cake’; QIE "*h;(H)es-d-i(h;j)- or *h;H(e)s-ti-, cf. 
Czech ozd ‘dried malt’, etc. Also possible is *has(i/u)t- or *hac '(i/u)t- + -eay (for 
this suffix, see Olsen 1999: 377-385). 

Finally, one may assume a loan from Hitt. "P^5z(zJita- ‘a kind of cake’. On 
this word, see s.v. hac‘ ‘bread’. 


hastoyr, only in John Chrysostom, rendering Gr. kaipıog ‘coming at the right place, 
decisive, deadly’ [NHB 2: 56c]. 
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eETYM Derived from hast ‘firm, steady, standing still’, q.v. [HAB 3: 49a]. For the 
suffix -oyr, see Jahukyan 1987: 236; 1998: 30. 

Compared with Urart. mountain Hastarae, Hitt. city Haster(i)a (Jahukyan 1988: 
153; cf. N. Arutjunjan 1985: 228). Uncertain. 


hat, o-stem (later also i-) 'grain, seed; piece, cut, fragment, section’ (Bible+); 
hatanem ‘to cut, split’ (Bible+); z-atem, z-atanem ‘to divide’ (Bible+); y-atem, 
y-atanem ‘to cut off branches from trees and especially from vine’ (Bible+), y-awt 
‘cut-off branch’ (Ezekiel 15.4), on which the denominative verb y-awtem (Paterica+) 
is based. Later also hawt ‘cut-off branch of vine’ (Geoponica), hawtem (Carontir). 
See also s.v. hawt, i-stem ‘flock of sheep, etc.". 

hatanem ‘to strike’ (about plague) in P‘awstos Buzand 4.13 (1883-1984: 95-75; 
for the passage, see s.v. ket. 

The meaning ‘to end, expire', widespread in the dialects (see HAB 3: 52a), can be 
seen in, e.g., Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913-1990: 365-?): hénk‘ ekeal anhatk' 
“Brigands have come in abundance" (transl. by Thomson 1978: 354). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects in practically all the basic forms including hat 
‘grain, seed; piece’ and yawt- (note also the curious compound "ort'-(y)awt 
“branches cut off from the vine’, composed of ort‘ ‘vine’ and yawt ‘cut-off branch’) 
[HAB 2: 82; 3: 52a, 386]. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 3: 51-52. According to Klingenschmitt 
(1982: 213-214), hatanem is composed of the prefix *ha- (< *sn, cf. Gr. prep. dron 
‘without, far from’ < *sn-ter) and *tane- < *dà-ne/o- ‘teilen’, which is improbable. 
Alayan (1974: 95-98) links the words with yatak ‘bottom’, (h)und ‘seed’ and hunj 
*mowing, harvest(-time)' and traces *hawt- to PIE *peu- ‘to hit’, pres. *pau-d-, cf. 
Lith. pjáuju, pjáuti (*péuid) “to cut, mow’, Lat. pavio, -īre ‘to hit’, pavimentum n. 
‘paved surface or floor’, from d-pres., probably: pudeo ‘to be ashamed’, etc. The 
form *hawt is taken, thus, as original, and the loss of the -w- in hat is not explained. 
Olsen (1999: 90) mentions hatanem as “etymologically unclear". She (op. cit. 17), 
like practically everyone, accepts the internal connection between hat 'grain, seed; 
piece’ and hatanem ‘to cut’. 

The best etymology seems to be the one proposed by Poetto (1976 apud 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 655 = 1995: 564; Clackson 1994: 171), and, 
independently, by Morani (1991: 176-178). According to it (see especially Morani), 
hat, o-stem “grain, seed’ goes back to PIE *h zedos- n. ‘sort of cereal, grain’: Lat. 
ador, -óris n. ‘coarse grain, spelt’, Goth. atisk (*ades-ko-) ‘cornfield’, OHG ezzisca 
(pl.) ‘Saat’, etc., probably also Av. *adu-, Sogd. (Buddh.) ’’dw-k ‘grain’, Hitt. hat-, 
if basically meaning ‘dried grain’. See also Pokorny 1959: 3; Watkins 1973; 1975a; 
Greppin 1983a: 13; Schrijver 1991: 38. On the connection of the Armenian word 
with the Hittite, see Wittmann 1964 apud Oettinger 1976: 1475; (see also below). On 
Gothic, see Ramat 1974: 77-78. For further discussion and literature, see 
Szemerényi 1977: 29. Greppin (1983a: 13-14) adds Arm. hacar ‘spelt’ (Bible; 
Larabal, etc.). For the latter compare Hitt. hattar, possibly ‘spelt’ (on which, see 
Watkins 1975: 184ff), although Arm. -c- is unclear. 

As Morani (ibid.) explicitly points out, the original meaning of Armenian hat is 
‘grain’, from which the meaning ‘cut, section, piece, fragment’ developed 
secondarily. 


haraw 393 


On the other hand, hatanem ‘to cut’ is linked with Hitt. hattai- ‘to cut’ either as a 
native word (see Beekes 2003: 182) or as a loan (see Jahukyan 1987: 314; 1988, 2: 
84). For Hittite, see the references above (especially Watkins 1973 and 1975a) and 
Oettinger 1976: 126. The Ar points out to PIE *-t rather than *-d-. Thus, if Arm. 
hat- indeed belongs to PIE "*/edos-, the Hittite verb is not related (unless one 
considers it an Armenian loan). 

Citing reliable semantic parallels for ‘to cut, divide’ > ‘a division of the flock’ > 
‘flock of sheep’ (3.9.1), A. Xac'atryan (1993: 107) convincingly connects hawt, 
i-stem ‘flock of sheep, etc.’ (q.v.) with hatanem ‘to cut’ and y-awt ‘cut-off branch’. 

Morani (1991: 178) cautiously mentions the alternative i-stem of Arm. hat in 
relation with Toch. ati ‘grass’, which is usually taken as cognate with Lat ador and 
others. If the i-stem proves reliable, one might derive Arm. yawt and hawt (i-stem) 
from an old PIE HD paradigm: NSg. *h;ed-öi (> PArm. *hatu(i) > hawt), GSg. 
*h;d-i-ós. This is attractive since an original PArm. genitive *hac- (with a regular 
-c- from *-di-) would also explain Arm. hac-ar ‘spelt’ (on which see above). The 
final -ar is reminiscent of jawar ‘boiled and crushed wheat, barley or spelt’ 
(Geoponica; numerous dialects). However, y-awt and hawt seem to be deverbative 
nouns. One therefore may explain the form as containing the deverbative suffix *-ti-: 
*h>d-ti- > PArm. *hawt-i- > hawt, i-stem (see 2.1.22.12). 


Conclusion 

Arm. hat, o-stem ‘grain, seed; piece, cut’ may be derived from IE *h edos- n. 
‘sort of cereal, grain’. The verb hatanem ‘to cut’ should not be separated from hat. 
Not everything is clear, however. Synchronically, hat would be better understood as 
a deverbative noun (also Viredaz, p.c.). Neither the relation with the Hittite verb is 
clear. The forms y-awt and hawt, i-stem (both expressing the basic meaning ‘cut, 
division’) are clearly deverbative nouns. Therefore, the internal -w- points to a 
derivational pattern rather than a mere epenthesis. One may hypothetically derive 
hawt (i-stem) and y-awt from *h;d-ti- through PArm. *hawt-i-. 

The suffix -awt (i-stem), perhaps with a basic meaning ‘division, cut’, may 
originate from hawt (i-stem) / y-awt, see 2.3.1. 

For the semantic field ‘to cut, split, strike’ : ‘grain’ : ‘piece/Stiick’ cf. 
Georgian-Zan *kak- ‘to knock, pound’, Georgian kaka- ‘grain, kernel (of fruit)’, 
kakal- ‘walnut’, Laz kakal- ‘walnut’, Megr. kakal- ‘grain; piece’, etc. (see Klimov 
1964: 105; 1998: 85); on these words, see s.v. katin ‘acorn’. 

See also s.v. zatik. 


haraw, o-stem ‘South; Southern wind’. In the second meaning, the word seems to 
have been borrowed into Georgian aravi ‘Southern (wind)’ or ‘NE wind’ (see HAB 
3: 57a) (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Sebastia, Mus, Karin, T‘iflis, Axalc‘xa, Ararat, 
Juta, Salmast, etc. [HAB 3: 56-57]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 56b. 

Jahukyan (1973: 20-21; 1986-1987: 30; 1987: 143, 186) suggests a connection 
with Skt. pürva- ‘being before, going in front, first, former; eastern’ (RV+), OAv. 
pouruuiia- “first, intial, former’, YAv. pauruua-, paouruua-, pouruua- “being in 
front, first, former’; OCS prov» ‘first’, etc. Accepted (with the note probably") by 
Olsen (1999: 26). In Old Persian the word also means, as in Sanskrit, ‘östlich’, 
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whereas in Young Avesta — ‘südlich’ (see Bartholomae 1904: 871a). The same 
distribution is also found in another derivation of the same PIE root, cf. Skt. pränc- 
‘directed towards, directed forwards; eastern’ vs. Sogd. (Bud.) fr'$ kyr’n ‘south’ 
(see Cheung 2002: 216). In his table, Jahukyan (1987: 143, 186) notes the semantic 
identity of the Armenian and the Iranian words. Elsewhere, he (1986-1987: 30) 
writes: “Selon certains linguistes, la signification de l’avestique paurva- 
témoignerait du déplacement des tribus iraniennes vers le sud; mais il parait plus 
simple d'y voir un phenomene d'orientation: on regarde devant soi vers le point ot 
apparait le solei de midi". On the discussion involving the movements of 
Indo-Iranian tribes see, in particular, Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 915, 920-921), and 
of Armenians — S. Petrosyan 1976: 196-197; 1977: 214-216. 

Interpreting haraw as etymologically meaning, thus, *cóté du devant", Jahukyan 
(1986-1987) treats hiwsis ‘north’ (q.v.) as “côté inverse", deriving it from PIE 
*seukoi-ki(y)o-, with the basic meaning “qui se trouve á l'opposé". 

On the reflex of the internal laryngeal, see 2.1.20. 


harawunk‘ ‘sowing, seeds; sowing-field; arable land’, attested (Bible+) in API 
harawun-s. See also s.v. haruanc‘. 
eDIAL MuS harvonk‘, MaSkert, K‘łi harmunk‘ ‘soil that has been softened by rains in 
spring and autumn and can be ploughed’ [HAB 3: 57a; Batramyan 1960: 147a], also 
Sasun harvonk‘ ‘the appropriate time for sowing’ and a verb harvonk ‘il ‘to prepare 
the soil for sowing’ (Petoyan 1954: 139; 1965: 495). For a thorough description, see 
Gabikean 1952: 332 (with Turk. hernik as an equivalent), where the author also 
mentions that, in autumn, they first water the soil (if they cannot do so, they wait for 
a rain), slightly plough it, and then they sow. 
eETYM Bugge (1893: 14) suggests a connection with Arm. (h)arawr ‘plough’ (q.v.) 
and derives harawunk' from *aramon-, citing Lat. aramentum ' as a cognate. 
Aéatyan (HAB 3: 57a) does not accept this and other attempts which, too, 
considered a derivation from PIE *hzerh;- ‘to plough’ (see, among others, 
Scheftelowitz 1904-1905, 2: 58), and leaves the origin of harawunk‘ open. Jahukyan 
(1967: 241; 1987: 113), Alabekyan (1979: 61) and N. Simonyan (1979: 220-221), 
however, are right in accepting the etymology. N. Simonyan (ibid.) treats 1t within 
the framework of the heteroclitic *h,erh3-uer/n-, cf. Gr. &povpa f. ‘tilled or arable 
land; pl. corn-lands, fields’; Skt. urvara- f. ‘arable land, field yielding crop’, Av. 
uruuara- f. pl. ‘food plant, plant, ground covered with plants, flora’; MIr. arbor, NPI 
arbanna, Olr. gen. arbe ‘grain, corn’, etc. She also adds Arm. araws ‘virgin soil’ 
(q.v.; not mentioned by Jahukyan), as a semantic parallel noting Lith. armend 
*aufgepflügte Schicht der Erdoberflächer’ (cf. also Armena ‘right tributary of the 
Némunas’) from PIE *A;erh;-mena- (see Derksen 1996: 154). 

Apparently, the initial h- of harawunk‘ directly reflects the PIE laryngeal (*h;e- > 
Arm. ha-, see 2.1.16.1), see N. Simonyan 1979: 220-221; Kortlandt 2003: 42, 55, 
73-74; Beekes 2003: 182-183, 192-193, 195. On the development of the 
interconsonantal laryngeal, see 2.1.20. 


7 I could not find Lat. aramentum in OxfLatDict. Perhaps armentum ‘herd (of large cattle); a 
head of cattle’ is meant. Note the semantic difference. 
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Stating that in the Bible harawunk is attested in the meaning 'sowing, seed time’, 
Lindeman (1982: 18) rejects its connection with PIE */;erh;- ‘to plough’. Noting the 
same semantics, Olsen (1999: 613), however, correctly points out that the general 
meaning is ‘tilled land, fields’, “which makes the etymological derivation from the 
root *h;aras- ‘plough’ fairly obvious". The idea of sowing is inseparable from that 
of ploughing/cultivating. Note, e.g., Gr. dpovpa f. ‘tilled or arable land; pl. 
corn-lands, fields’, which metaphorically refers also to a woman as receiving seed 
and bearing fruit. Even if the temporal aspect were indeed dominant in harawunk‘, it 
could be easily explained by the semantic passage from the spatial aspect (cf. 3.3.1). 
Besides, the dialectal data which seem to be neglected by everyone strongly 
corroborate the spatial aspect. The basic meaning of the Armenian and Greek words 
may be, thus, ‘sowing/tilled/arable-land’. 

Arm. haraw-un-k‘ may derive from PIE *hzerh3-uon-. Olsen (1999: 613-614, 
768-769) considers this equation less appealing because of “the preservation of *-y- 
between homorganic vowels”. Interestingly, she (ibid.) suggests a direct derivation 
from *h erh3-mon- (cf. Lith. armuó ‘arable land’) instead, not citing the dialectal 
*har(a)munk' which would make the etymology much stronger . This is, in fact, an 
old suggestion, see Walde/Hofmann 1, 1938: 71: “oder aus *ara-mön dissilimiert?” 
To my knowledge, however, such a dissimilation is unparallelled. 

The above-mentioned argument of Olsen is not essential, since harawunk‘ (pl.) 
can be analogical after the unpreserved NSg *harawr (cf. Gr. &povpa). Furthermore, 
the development *haramunk‘ > *harawunk' is not easy to explain. One might 
involve a comparison with the paradigm of pastawn — pastamunk‘ ‘service; religious 
ceremony’ (perhaps also mrjiwn, NPl mrjmunk‘ ‘ant’, q.v.), but here, unlike in the 
case of harawunk‘, the plural (as well as the oblique forms in singular) has only -m-. 
I therefore offer the following two scenarios: 

(1) Arm. harawunk' derives from PIE "Aerh;uon-, and dial. *har(a)munk' is 
due to a later reshaping after the paradigm of pastawn — pastamunk' ‘service; 
religious ceremony’; or else: har(a)wunk' > dial. *har(a)munk', (C)w...n > (C)m...n 
(assimilation of nasalization), cf. Kalz(o/a)wan > Kat(ijzman (on which see 
HayTetBar 2, 1988: 908-909); 

(2) Arm. harawunk' and dial. *har(a)munk* are parallel formations based on PIE 
*h»erh;- ‘to plough’; the former derives from PIE *hzerh3-uon-, whereas the latter 
reflects *hzerh3-mon- and is comparable with Lat. ar(a)mentum (if related) and/or 
Lith. armuö 'arable land’ (cf. the above-mentioned interpretation of Bugge), armena 
*aufgepflügte Schicht der Erdoberflacher’. 

The latter solution seems to be slightly preferable. 


harsn, GDSg harsin, AblSg i hars-n-e, NPl harsun-k', GDPl harsan-c‘ ‘bride; 
daughter-in-law’ (Bible+); harsan-i-k‘, pl. tant. ea-stem: GDPI Aarsane-a-c' 
‘nuptial, wedding ceremony’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Both boren and harsanik‘ are ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 62b]. 
Larabat has vocative hds-i vs. nominative hdrt‘na. The pl. tant. harsani-k' is 
represented in the Van-Marala group as a frozen API *xarsni-s. Note in this relation, 
that ALocPl harsani-s is found seventeen (of the thirty in total) times in the Bible 
(see Astuacaturean 1895: 866). 
@ETYM See s.v. harc ‘anem ‘to ask, question, inquire’. 
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harc'anem, 1sg.aor. harc “i, 3sg.aor. e-harc ‘, imper. harc‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, 
see Astuacaturean 1895: 866-868) ‘to ask, question, inquire’ (Bible); harc -uk, a- 
stem: GDPI harc 'k-a-c' (Canon Law) ‘sorcerer, magician’ (Bible+); harc‘, i-stem: 
GDSg Aarc'-i, GDPI harc‘-i-c‘ ‘question, inquiry, interrogation’ (Agat'angelos, 
Philo, Severian of Gabala, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 63b]. T‘iflis has harc no! ‘magician’, cf. 
ClArm. harc ‘uk ‘sorcerer, magician’ [HAB 3: 63b]. 
eETYM From PIE present *prk-ske/o-: Ved. prcchami, MPers. pursidan ‘to ask’, Lat. 
posco ‘to ask, demand’, etc.; Arm. 3sg.aor. e-harc‘ derives from thematic imperfect 
*e-prk-sk-et, cf. Skt. áprcchat. Note also Arm. imper. harc‘ vs. Skt. prcchá. The 
noun harc‘, i-stem ‘question, inquiry’ probably reflects QIE fem. *prk-sk-ih>- (next 
to *-sk-ehz-: Skt. prccha-, OAv. f(a)rasa- f. ‘question’, OHG forsca ‘question’, etc.; 
see Pokorny 1959: 822; Schmitt 1981: 53)”. 

Here belongs also Arm. boren ‘bride’ (q.v.), cf. Lat. procus, i m. ‘suitor, wooer’, 
Lith. persu ‘to ask for a girl’s hand in marriage’, OCS prositi ‘to ask’, Skt. prasnd- 
m. ‘question, point at issue, inquiry’, YAv. frasna- m. ‘question’, etc. See also s.v. 
p 'esay ‘bridegroom, son-in-law’. 

For an etymological discussion, see Meillet 1910-11a: 246; 1936: 106-107, 114, 
119; Pokorny 1959: 821-822; Mayrhofer 1961: 188-189; Godel 1975: 113, 115-116; 
K. Schmidt 1980: 42; 1980a: 2; Schmitt 1981: 53, 135; 1985: 86; Klingenschmitt 
1982: 60-63; Jahukyan 1982: 189; Kortlandt 1989: 44; 1996: 40-43 = 2003: 89, 114- 
116; Ravnzs 1991: 147; Clackson 1994: 105, 173; Beekes 1995: 230; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 183-185; Mallory/Adams 1997: 33a, 369b, 468b; Olsen 1999: 90, 
125. 

For the meaning of harc‘-uk ‘sorcerer, magician’ and dial. T'iflis harc nat 
‘magician’ compare OEngl. freht f. “Wahrsagung’ (Jahukyan 1992: 19; cf. SaradZeva 
1985: 79). 


hac‘, i-stem: GDSg hac -i, AblSg i hac -e, ISg hac -i-w, AbIPI i hac -i-c‘, IPl hac -i- 
w-k‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 868-870) “bread; food, meal 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 65a]. Interesting is Juta axanc‘ from an-hac‘ 
*bread-less, without bread', with metathesis (see Acarean 1940: 162, 373a). On the 
compound hac -a-han see 2.1.33.2. 

In Larabat (Acarean 1913: 647a) and Modern Armenian (Malxaseanc' HBB 3: 
76b), hac‘ refers also to ‘honey with honeycomb’; cf. also *metr-a-hac‘ ‘id.’, 
composed of mefr ‘honey’ and hac‘ ‘bread’ (Acarean 1913: 768b; Malxaseanc‘ HBB 
3: 302). The same semantic shift is seen in pan ‘a kind of round bread’, which in the 
dialects of Cilicia and surroundings is synonymous to mefr-a-hac '. This shift is quite 
old since it is attested by Nersés Lambronac‘i (12^ cent., Cilicia) and others [HAB 
4: 20a]. 
eETYM Most of the etymological explanations (on which see HAB 3: 64-65; 
Charpentier 1909: 241-242; Clackson 1994: 231219), including those connecting hac ‘ 
"bread" with Skt. sasyd- n. ‘corn, grain’ (Bugge 1889: 17; 1893: 41; rightly rejected 


78 One might also think of a QIE root noun fem. *pr(e)k-s with extension to i-declension, cf. 
Lat. prex, -ecis f. ‘prayer; curse; good wishes’. 
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in Hübschmann 1897: 465 and Pedersen 1905: 209 = 1982: 71) or with Gr. zarteouaı 
‘to dine, eat and drink; to enjoy’ and Goth. fodjan ‘to feed’ (*pat-ti- > Arm. hac’, 
Pedersen 1906: 432 — 1982: 210) are untenable. Of these the two are worth of 
consideration. 

Since long (for references, see HAB 3: 64), Arm. hac‘ is linked with cognate 
forms deriving from PIE *pek"”- ‘to cook, bake’: Skt. pac- ‘to cook; to ripen’ (see 
Kulikov 2001: 300-304), YAv. pac- ‘to cook’ (see Bailey 1979: 199-200; Cheung 
2007: 286-287), Lat. coquð ‘to cook, boil, fry, bake, parch’ < *&"eK"o < *pek"o (see 
Schrijver 1991: 466), Gr. zéoow ‘to bake, cook; to ripen’, OCS peko ‘to bake’, etc. A 
*-ti-derivative QIE *pok”-ti- has been assumed, cf. Gr. zéyig f. ‘the cooking; the 
ripening’, Ved. Skt. pakti-, pákti- f. “cooking, cooked meal’, etc. (Charpentier 1909: 
241-245; Pokorny 1959: 798 (hesitantly); Jahukyan 1982: 73; 1987: 142 
(hesitantly); Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 699 = 1995, 1: 604. Arm. hac‘ is not 
mentioned in Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 64; Mallory/Adams 1997: 125. 

This etymology presents us with a number of difficultes: 1) the vowel *-o- cannot 
yield Arm. -a- in closed syllables; 2) the sound change *-kti- > Arm. -c^ is 
untenable; 3) *-ti-derivatives usually require zero grade in the root. The explanation 
of Mann (1963: 83-84; cf. Jahukyan 1982: 21775) assuming *-t(V)s > Arm. -c' is 
improbable; for the counter-evidence, see -7(i). Likewise untenable is *pok"-s-om 
‘baked’ assumed by Patrubány (apud HAB 3: 64b). Olsen (1999: 83, 827; 2000: 
404) posits *p,k"-tih5- > *-tia-, a vrki-derivative, with *-k"ti- > -c‘ as “a potential 
parallel of the regular development *-ti- > -c'-". I believe, however, that a *-- 
would yield Arm. -č“ rather than -c - (see 2.1.22.1). Furthermore, *K"fj- is more 
likely to develop into Arm. -wč“- beside the regular change *-pt- and *-kt- > Arm. 
-wt‘, cf. eawt n ‘seven’, ut‘ ‘eight’, etc. 

According to the etymology suggested by Patrubány 1902-03a: 163; 1904: 428 
(accepted in Pedersen 1905: 209 — 1982: 71 and Meillet apud HAB 3: 65a; for 
further references, see Schrijver 1991: 144, mentioning also Arm. hac‘ ‘bread’ < 
*pas-ki- with a question-mark), Arm. hac ‘ ‘bread’ derives from *päsk-i or *pa-sk-i- 
(read *p(e)h;-sk-i-), with the inchoative present suffix *-sk-, and is linked with Lat. 
pänis ‘bread’ < *pastni-, pastillum ‘a form of sacrificial cake’, pasco ‘to feed, 
pasture; to provide food for; to nurture (ground, crops, etc.); to gratify hunger' (see 
s.v. hasteay ‘a kind of pastry"). More probably, Arm. hac‘ may reflect an old 
nominative *pdst-s (see below). 

Recently A. Petrosyan (unpublished) derived hac‘ from PIE *A;Hs-k-, a 
derivative of *heHs- ‘to dry, parch’. To the best of my knowledges, however, there 
are no cognates pointing to a form with *-k-. The Germanic forms (OHG asca 
‘ashes’, etc.) and Arm. ac-iwn ‘ash’ and askn ‘ruby’ point to *-g-. Nevertheless, this 
etymology is worth of consideration. One may assume a suffix *-sk-, on which see 
Jahukyan 1987: 235-236. The semantic development ‘baked, cooked’ > ‘bread, cake’ 
is natural. One also may think of ‘(baked by placing under) ashes’, cf. Arm. nkan ‘a 
kind of bread’ < ‘bread that is baked by placing it under ashes’ (HAB 3: 455-456); 
Partizak, ManiSak < HamSen moxrac (moxrat oft karkandak ‘*ashed cake’ (see Ter- 
Yakobean 1960: 464); Tavuš Karken! ‘a cake’ that is baked moxri mic'in “in the 
ashes" (Xemé‘yan 2000: 217b"5). Compare also hasteay ‘a kind of pastry, cake’ 
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(q.v.), possibly from the same etymon (if derived from *has-t- “ash’ rather then 
having resulted from a semantic development ‘to parch, burn, etc.’ > *cake"). 

According to Jahukyan (1987: 318, 320), Arm. hac‘ ‘bread’, if indeed of IE 
origin, may have been borrowed into Hitt. P^naz(z)ita- ‘a kind of cake’ (cf. also 
Hitt. N PAparzazu- ‘a kind of oily bread’). I suggest a connection between Hitt. 
NINPAhaz(z)ita- ‘a kind of cake’ and Arm. hasteay ‘id.’ (q.v.). 

To conclude, an IE origin of Arm. hac‘ ‘bread’ is possible though the etymology 
is not entirely clear. The most popular theory, viz. the one positing *pok”ti- (or 
*p,k"-tih;-), is untenable. The derivation from QIE *h Hs-(s)k- is quite possible. The 
most probable source for hac‘ is, in my opinion, QIE *p(e)h>s(-sk)-. If Lat. *pas-t- 
and Arm. hac‘ (possibly also hasteay ‘a kind of pastry’) do not derive from PIE 
*peh»s- ‘to feed, graze’, they may point to a Mediterranean *päst- ‘a kind of bread 
or cake’. Whether of PIE or substratum origin, Arm. hac‘ may reflect an old 
nominative *päst-s, cf. Arm. anic ‘nit, louse egg’ from QIE *s(k)onid-s vs. Gr. Kovig 
< *xovid-¢ (see s.v.). The consonant stem *päst- was changed to an i-stem of hac’, 
cf. Arm. sirt, i-stem ‘heart’ (q.v.). 


hac‘i, ea-stem: GDSg hac‘w-o-y (Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, 9-10 cent.), GDPI 
hac‘eac‘ (in place-names, see there) ‘ash-tree’; hac‘-ut ‘ place abounding in ash- 
trees’, hac ‘ut purak called Hac‘eac‘ Drot ‘Ash Grove’ (P‘awstos Buzand 3.14, 
1883=1984: 331"). 
eDIAL The forms hac “~i and hac ‘-eni ‘ash-tree’ are widespread in the dialects [HAB 
3: 65b]. Note also Ozim xac ‘acar [Aéatyan 1952: 275]. For Salmast xac 'i (HAB 
Ibid.) with a diminutive suffix, see s.v. place-name *Hac 'eak-k'. The -w- in Mus, 
Alaskert hac 'veni (HAB ibid.) reflects the old genitive stem hac ‘w-. 
eETYM Connected with OIc. askr, OGH asc, OEngl. esc ‘ash-tree’, Alb ah ‘beech’, 
perhaps also Hitt. has(S)ik n., hassikka- c. "em Obstbaum und seine Frucht’; without 
the *-k-: Lith. vosis ‘ash-tree’, SCr. jasén ‘ash-tree’, Lat. ornus f. ‘mountain-ash’ < 
*oseno-, Olr. uinnius m. ‘ash-tree’ < *osno-, etc. [Bugge 1893: 14-15; Hübschmann 
1897: 465; HAB 3: 65b; Pokorny 1959: 782; Fraenkel 2: 1167; P. Friedrich 1970: 
92-98; EtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 78-80; Normier 1981; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 
2: 625-626 = 1995: 537-538; P. Friedrich apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 32]. For Alb 
ah ‘beech’ from *osk-, see Kortlandt 1986: 42-44 = 2003: 72-73; Demiraj 1997: 73 
(with lit.). For Hittite, see Tischler 1, 1983: 200-201; Kloekhorst 2008 s.v. 

The root is usually reconstructed as *Hh;-e/os-, beside full-grade *Heh;-s- in BSI. 
(see Schrijver 1991: 77-78, 187, 327; 1995: 39, 455; Derksen 2008 s.v.; de Vaan 
2008: 435). Arm. hac 'i, ea-stem, reflects *Hh;os-k-ieh;- > PArm. *hoskiya, with 
pretonic *-o- > -a- (on which see 2.1.3), or zero-grade (possibly also Germanic, see 
Schrijver 1991: 77-78), *HHs-k-ieh;-. Olsen (1999: 813) posits *-ssk-, which is 
improbable and unnecessary. 

For Gr. 60a, -y “beech, spear’, see s.v. usi, probably 'storax-tree; holm-oak’. The 
form with *-en- is probably reflected in Arm. hoyn ‘cornel’ (q.v.). 


haw,, u-stem: GDSg haw-u, GDPI haw-u-c' (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 870), (also a- and o-stems in NHB 2: 71b without evidence) 
‘bird’ (Bible, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Eusebius of Caesarea, Porphyry), ‘rooster’ (Bible), 
‘hen’ (Bible). 
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For a thorough philological analysis, see Strohmeyer 1983 who concludes that, in 
contrast with the generic term t ‘7c ‘un ‘bird, any living thing which flies’, haw has a 
more complex, although smaller, semantic range which primarily includes birds 
which are useful to men. 

For the semantic development cf. Gr. ópvig ‘bird’, ‘rooster’, ‘hen’. 
eDIAL The word is widespread in the dialects as *haw ‘hen’, whereas the frozen 
plural *haw-k‘ (T‘iflis, Mu$, Van, etc.) means ‘bird’ [HAB 3: 66b]. 

According to Orbeli 2002: 245, Moks xafk ”/xavk”, gen. xafk?-u refers not only 
to ‘bird’ (see also 63^ and 116"! for textual illustrations), but also to ‘acrpe6 = 
hawk’. For the semantic shift compare Gr. aieróg ‘eagle’ from the very same PIE 
etymon ‘bird’ (see below). Moks also has xav, gen. xav-u ‘hen’ [Orbeli 2002: 244]. 
eETYM Since NHB 2: 71b, etc. (see HAB 3: 66), connected with Lat. avis, -is f. 
‘bird’ (see also Hübschmann 1897: 465) and other words belonging to the PIE word 
for ‘bird’: Gr. oierde < *awi-etos m. ‘eagle’, Skt. váy-, NSg veh/vih, AccSg vim, GSg 
véh, NPI vayah, IPI vibhih m. ‘bird’, YAv. vaii- m. ‘bird’, NSg vis, NPI vaiio, GPl 
vaiigm ‘bird’, etc. (see Meillet 1894: 154; HAB 3: 66a; Pokorny 1959: 86; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 537 — 1995, 1: 454-455; Mallory/Adams 1997: 66a). 

The word is reconstructed as a PD i-stem: nominative */;éu-i- (cf. Lat. avis ‘bird’ 
and Arm. haw ‘id.’) vs. genitive "A;u-éi-s (see Kuiper 1942: 61-62 = 221-222; 
Beekes 1969: 57, 128; 1985: 81-82; 1995: 175; Schrijver 1991: 30, 47; for a 
discussion, see also Schindler 1969: 146-148; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 507-508; 
Olsen 1999: 110530)”. 

The initial h- has been treated as non-etymological (Meillet 1892: 162; 1936: 38; 
Ernout/Meillet 1959: 58). However, the PIE full grade nominative *h éu-i- (cf. Lat. 
avis *bird") would yield Arm. haw, and the initial A- can reflect the laryngeal 
(Greppin 1973: 73; Polomé 1980: 25; Kortlandt 1983: 12; 1986: 43 — 2003: 42, 73; 
Schrijver 1991: 30, 47; Lindeman 1997: 39; Beekes 2003: 182). 

The u-declension is due to the stem-final -w (Meillet 1936: 76; Jahukyan 1982: 
127; Olsen 1999: 109-110, 790, 828); note also that the u-stem is frequent with 
animal names, cf. atues ‘fox’, arj ‘bear’, gayl ‘wolf’, inj ‘panther, leopard’, ul ‘kid’, 
etc. On u-stem animal names, see A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 42-43; Jahukyan 1982: 
127; Olsen 1999: 105. The u-declension includes a considerable number of animal- 
names in the dialects. Tarönean (1961: 33), for instance, presents a list of 54 such 
animal designations in BateS-Bitlis. 


haw», o-stem: GDSg haw-o-y (Movsés Xorenac‘i, Eusebius of Caesarea), IP] haw-o- 
v-k' in the letter from Bishop Giwt Gi cent.) to Vaéc'e (king of Atuank‘) apud 
Movsés Katankatuac‘i 1.11 IN. Arak‘elyan 1983: 2071. u-stem: GDSg haw-u 
(Plato, John Chrysostom) ‘grandfather, ancestor’ (Bible+). 

In some colophons, also ‘uncle’ [Mahé 1986-87a]; see below. 

eETYM Connected with Lat. avus ‘grandfather’, Olr. aue ‘grandson’, Goth. awo 
‘grandmother’, Lith. avynas ‘maternal uncle’, OPr. awis ‘id.’, Russ. uj, Pol. wuj 
‘maternal uncle’, Hitt. huhhas ‘grandfather’, etc. (NHB 2: 71b; HAB 3: 67a; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 238a). 


® Olsen 1999: 110 reconstructs *A;-. 
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On the meaning ‘(maternal) uncle’ in some languages, see Benveniste 1969, 1: 
223ff; Beekes 1976a; Toporov, PrJaz 1, 1975: 179-180. As has been shown by Mahé 
(1986-87a), also Arm. haw appears in the meaning ‘uncle’ in some colophons. 

In view of Hitt. huhhas and SCr. üjak, one reconstructs two laryngeals: *h;euH- 
[Schrijver 1991: 48]. The initial h- of the Armenian form, as well as that of han 
*grandmother' (q.v.), although in both cases it corresponds to Hitt. h-, is considered 
“une aspiration secondaire due à un phénoméne récent" [Benveniste 1969, 1: 224]. 
See, however, 2.1.16.1. The alternative derivation of Arm. haw from *papos 
[Pokorny 1959: 89] is gratuitous (see also Szemerenyi 1977: 47). 

Remarkable is the absence of Greek and Aryan cognates next to the Armenian 
form (cf. however Szemerényi 1977: 47-48, 56-61). 


hawati, see s.v. getar(u). 


hawt, i-stem ‘flock of sheep, etc.; group’ (Bible). GDPI hot-i-c‘ is attested in the 
Bible, as well as in P‘awstos Buzand 4.13 (1883-1984: 95.5): éarak hötic‘ “pastures 
for flocks” [Garsoian (1989: 138'*]. From hawt several designations for ‘shepherd’ 
have been formed: höt-arac (Lazar P‘arpec‘it+), höt-erec‘ (Philo, “Vkayk‘ 
arewelic“”, etc.), as well as dial *h6t-ai. 
eDIAL Dialectally attested only in *Aot-a? ‘shepherd’ (see s.v. *hawt-at). 
eETYM Usually derived from PIE *peh;- ‘to protect, keep’ with *-d- as in Pers. pada 
‘flock’ and in Lat. pecus, -udis f. ‘farm animal; sheep’ (see Meillet 1903c: 430; 
HAB 3: 138-139, 139b); see s.v. hawran ‘flock of sheep or goats’. Jahukyan (1987: 
142) put a question mark on the reconstruction *pa-d-. Klingenschmitt (1982: 
153-154) tries to explain the obvious formal problems by starting with NSg 
*pah;do(i), which is not convincing; see 2.1.22.12. Olsen (1999: 95; 2000: 406) 
alternatively derives hawt from *p.ku-d- (cf. Lat. pecus, -udis) > *hawut-, but this is 
improbable. 

The best solution is offered, I think, by A. Xac'atryan (1993: 107), who derives 

hawt from hatanem ‘to cut’ (q.v.). For the semantic relationship, see 3.9.1. 


*hawt-al ‘shepherd’. 
eDIAL In the dialects of Axalc‘xa, Lori, Ararat, Larabal, Van, AlaSkert, Mus 
[Atarean 1913: 676-677; HAB 3: 139a], Bulanox, Širak, Aparan [Amatuni 1912: 
407-408]. A secondary meaning is ‘ploughman’, also in the compound (Baberd) 
*hötat-k ‘ar, with k ‘ar ‘stone’ [Aéarean 1913: 676-677; HAB 3: 139a]. 

Ararat, Sip‘an *Hötat-ast! ‘Evening Star’, lit. ‘shepherd-star’ [Amatuni 1912: 
408a], called so because its appearance marked the return of flocks from pastures 
[Aéafean 1913: 677a; HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 305a]. On Hoth astt = Lusasti 
‘Venus’ pictured on a New year ritual cake named Tari ‘year’ from the village of 
Abul of Axalk'alak', see Bdoyan 1972: 441a. According to G. Hakobyan (1974: 
275), Nerk‘in Basen Hotli ast? refers to the planet Mars. According to NZdehyan 
(1902: 270, with a corresponding traditional story; see also Lanalanyan 1969: 9™9), 
Alaskert Godi hotlu astł ‘star of the lazy herdsman’ refers to Erewak ‘Saturn’. 

The word hotat functions also as a star of the constellation Ursa Major, or Libra, 
or Orion, this time in the meaning ‘ploughman’; see 3.1.4.1. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 139a) derives from Arm. hawt ‘flock of sheep, etc.’ (q.v.), 
which is undoubtedly correct, but does not specify the ending -ai. 
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One cannot exclude the possibility that we are dealing with a suffix; cf. e.g. 
kenc ‘-at ‘living’. Nevertheless, I tentatively propose a derivation from PIE *peh;(s)- 
‘to protect, pasture’, cf. OCS pasti ‘to pasture’, Lat. pascö ‘to pasture’, Hitt. pahs- 
‘to protect’, etc. This verbal root is found in Arm. hoviw ‘shepherd’ (q.v.). A suffixed 
*peh;-lo- (cf. Skt. avipala- ‘shepherd’, gopalá- ‘cowherd’) would yield Arm. 
*(h)al-. Thus: *hawt-al ‘shepherd’ < “sheepflock pasturer". 

That the word is not attested in the literature does not necessarily imply that it is 
recent. The dialectal spread and the fact that hawt ‘sheepflock’ has not been 
preserved in the dialects independently suggest that *hötal may be old. 

For *hötat(i)-ast! ‘Evening Star’, lit. ‘shepherd-star’, note an astonishing parallel 
in Old English: swán(a)-steorra ‘Evening Star’, lit. ‘shepherd-star’; the motivation 
is explained in the same way: “weil bei seinem Sichtbarwerden die Hirten 
heimtreiben” (Scherer 1953: 84). The same pattern of naming the planet Venus is 
also seen among Turkic peoples (Turkish gobanyıldızi, Turkmen Yodan üvındvı3bı, 
etc.), although in this case the designation refers to the Morning Star (see Karpenko 
1981: 79). 


hawran, a-stem in NHB, but without evidence ‘flock of sheep or goats’ (Bible+), 
‘sheepfold’ (Philo+). 
eETYM The independently unattested *hawr- is taken as meaning ‘shepherd’ and is 
derived from *peh,-tro- ‘guarder, protecter, keeper’ < PIE *peh;-; cf. Skt. pã- ‘to 
protect, keep’, patár- m. ‘defender, protector’ (RV+), YAv. pavra-uuant- ‘granting 
protection’, Khot. pa-, Pahl. padan ‘to protect, watch’, pas ‘guard, watch’, pahrez 
‘defence, care’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 62, 64), OCS pasti ‘to pasture’, etc.; also 
PArm. *-wa- in hoviw ‘shepherd’ [Lidén 1906: 26-27; HAB 3: 139b; Jahukyan 
1987: 142]. The inclusion of Arm. hawt ‘flock, group’ is not convincing (see s.v.). 
See also s.v. hayim ‘to watch, look, wait’. 

Smbat Sparapet (13" cent., Cilicia) used a hapax, namely pahran, which seems to 
mean ‘pastureland’: ‘Weide’ (Karst) = ‘nacrõmme’ (Galstyan); see HAB 4: 12b; 
Galstyan 1958: 167. Ataryan (HAB 4: 12b) mentions/offers no etymology. 
Jahukyan (1967: 305) cites pahran next to hawran as an example of the alternation p 
: h and supplies no explanation. 

I propose to treat Arm. pahran as a loan from the above-mentioned Iran. *pahr- 
‘protection, care’. The meaning ‘to pasture’ (cf. OCS pasti ‘to pasture’, etc.) is not 
attested with Ur. *pat(a)r-, but it does appear in Arm. hawran ‘flock of sheep and 
goats’ derived from the same *peh>-tro-. Note also that both forms have a final -an. 
The basic meaning of hawran and pahran seems to be ‘pasturing, pastured’, whereas 
the suffix *-tro- would point to ‘pasturer’. This is not a decisive obstacle since the 
difference between the one who pastures and the one who is pastured is not 
significant. Besides, a pastureland might also be seen as a ‘valley of the pasturer’ 
(see s.v. Tuarac-a-tap ‘). One may, thus, reconstruct a MIran. *pahran ‘pasturing’ as 
a semantic and formal (including not only the *-tr- but also, perhaps, the nasal 
suffix) correspondence to Arm. hawran, and as the source of Arm. pahran. 


hawru ‘stepfather’. 
eDIAL Hamsen /oru ‘stepfather’ [Aéafyan 1947: 51, 242], Xotorjur oru 
[YusamXotorj 1964: 479a]. 
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@ETYM See s.v. mawru ‘stepmother’. 


*hap‘ap‘em ‘to kidnap’, hapax 3sg.aor. hap‘ap‘ec‘aw ‘she was kidnapped’ in 
Eusebius of Caesarea 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 72b) assumes a reduplication of an otherwise unknown 
*hap '-. Further see s.v. ap‘ ‘palm of the hand, handful’. 


1" cent.) ‘beam; 


hecan, a-stem: ISg hecan-a-w (a few times in Grigor Narekac‘i, 10-1 
log; staff, mace’ (Bible+), later ‘a kind of meteorological phenomenon’. 
@DIAL Preserved in a few extremely W and SW dialects [HAB 3: 75b]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology in HAB 3: 75b. Olsen (1999: 299, 951) presents 
hecan as an etymologically obscure word. 

Bediryan (1956: 44-45) and Jahukyan (1979: 27-28) independently derive hecan 
from hecanim ‘to mount’ < ‘to sit’ (q.v.) from PIE *sed- ‘to sit’. They treat hecan- 
oc‘ ‘a kind of winnowing-fan’ (Bible+) as a derivative of hecan ‘beam, log’. In my 
view, this is parallel to the derivation of gerandi ‘scythe; sickle’ from geran ‘beam, 
log‘ (see s.vv.). Note that both geran (a-stem) and hecan display the same suffix -an, 
and the same semantic development (‘beam, log’ > ‘a kind of meteorological 
phenomenon’). For a discussion of -oc' and -anoc', see Greppin 1975: 43-44, 113; 
Jahukyan 1998: 13, 31; Olsen 1999: 311-313. 


hecanim, 3sg.aor. hec-a-w ‘to mount a horse, etc.; to come on board’ + i ‘in, on’ 
(Bible-), heceal, o-stem: ISg hecel-o-v, GDPI hecel-o-c‘, IPl hecel-o-v-k‘ 
‘horseman, rider, cavalryman’ (Bible+), hecel-a-zawr ‘cavalry’ (Bible+); MidArm. 
hec-n-um ‘to mount a horse’ (Barset Con, 13" cent., see NHB 2: 82b), hej-n-um 
‘id.’ (Grigoris, 13" cent.), hecne/il ‘id.’ (12" cent.+), hecman ‘horseman’ (BZ&karan 
jioy, etc.), hecel ‘cavalry; cavalryman’ (abundant in MidArm.), etc. [MijHayBar 2, 
1992: 32-33]. 

For attestations of the verb and derivatives, see Astuacaturean 1895: 878; NHB 2: 
81-82; Klingenschmitt 1982: 19545; Barton 1989: 147. For 3sg.aor. hec-a-w 
‘mounted (a horse)’ and 2sg.subj. hec-c -i-s (et'e du yors hecc‘is “if you [mount to] 
go hunting") in the famous epic fragments, see Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.50 and 2.61 
(1913=1991: 179^, 1921; Thomson 1978: 192, 203). 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 75]. Next to the basic 
meaning ‘to mount a horse’ one also finds sporadic data with different semantic 
nuances. For instance, in a folk-tale from the Karin-Erzrum region (Basen, Narman- 
Ek‘rek) told by Hakob Sanosyan and recorded by Ervand Pezazyan in 
Alek‘sandrapol-Gyumri in 1915 (HZHek 4, 1963: 269") we find hecan gyamiin 
“they came on board of the ship’. 

Derivatives include *hecel ‘robber’ (Van), ‘army’ (Aftial), *hecelwor ‘soldier’ 
(Aital), etc. [HAB 3: 75]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *sed- ‘to sit’, cf. Gr. &ouaı, Lat. sedere, Goth. sitan, Lith. 
sédéti, etc. (HAB 3: 75a; Pokorny 1959: 885; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 692-693); 
further see s.vv. nist ‘seat, site, location, abode’, te ‘site, place’. 

The etymology presents no serious difficulties (pace Kortlandt 1983: 11 — 2003: 
41). For a discussion on the initial h- from word-initial *s- or from a prefix, see 
Pedersen 1905: 206, = 1982: 68); Greppin 1975a: 47-48; Jahukyan 1982: 39; 
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Klingenschmitt 1982: 195-196; Kortlandt 1983: 11; 1987a: 51 — 2003: 41, 80; 
Ravnes 1991: 107, 168-169. 

The affricate -c- points to the sigmatic aorist *sed-s- (Pedersen 1905: 206 — 1982: 
68; Pokorny 1959: 885; Jahukyan 1967: 216; 1982: 74; Kortlandt 1987a: 51; 1994: 
28-29 = 2003: 80, 105; Barton 1989: 147, 14843; Olsen 1999: 81055), cf. Skt. 
3sg.subj.act. satsat, etc. (for the forms see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 692). 

The explanation from pres. *sed-ie/o- (Klingenschmitt 1982: 195-196; see also 
Ravnes 1991: 36, 168-169) has been criticised by Barton 1989: 147, 1474, in the 
morphological context. Besides, *sed-ie/o- would yield Arm. *hec- rather than hec- 
(see 2.1.22.1, 2.2.6.1). 

See also s.vv. hecan ‘beam, log’ and hecanoc‘ ‘winnowing fan; Milky Way’. 


hecanoc*, a-stem: GDSg hecanoc ‘-i (Grigor Narekac‘i, 10-11" cent.), ISg hecanoc ‘- 

a-w (Sarakan, Carontir) ‘winnowing fan’ (Bible, Hexaemeron, John Chrysostom, 
etc.), ‘Milky Way’ (Alisan 1910: 129-130 without source indication). 

As is pointed out by Alisan ibid., the second meaning must be due to the 
association of the Milky Way with ‘straw’ (see 3.1.3). 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 3: 76a and Jahukyan 1987. Olsen 1999: 955 lists 
hecanoc ' among words of unknown origin. 

See s.v. hecan ‘beam, log’. 


heljamljuk ‘drowned, suffocated, oppressed’, attested in Agat'angelos, Lazar 
P'arpec'i, Movses Xorenac‘i, Hexaemeron, etc. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913= 1991: 3617; transl. Thomson 1978: 352), 
Ayspiseaw anjkaw heljamljuk eteal, vtangim (var. p ljkim) karotut'eamb meroy horn 
: “Oppressed by such an affliction I suffer from the loss of our father". 

In Movsés Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 3.22/23 (V. Atak‘elyan 1983: 339, 
transl. Dowsett 1961: 225): bazumk' xorsakahar ew heljamtjuk satakec on : “many 
perished by fire and drowning”. This passage is not cited in NHB and HAB. 

The suffix-less form Aeljamulj is attested in Kirakos Ganjakec‘i, 13" cent. [HAB 
3: 332b]. 
eETYM Belongs with hetj- ‘to drown, suffocate, strangle’ (Bible+); cf. also xeld- 
‘id.’ (Bible+; dialectally ubiquitous). The IE etymological attempts (see HAB 2: 
357, 3: 78a; Jahukyan 1967: 107, 112) are unconvincing. For the combined 
reduplication (u-type and m-type), cf. aljamutj ‘darkness, twilight’ based on *afj-, a 
word of IE origin (q.v.). If this interpretation is correct (Acaryan is sceptical, HAB 
3: 332), the independently attested mij(u)k- ‘to strangle’ (P‘awstos Buzand, John 
Chrysostom, etc.) should be regarded as secondary. 


hetum, 3sg.aor. e-het ‘to pour, fill, flow over’ (Bible+), hetet, a-stem: GDSg helel-i, 
AblSg i helel-e, ISg hetel-a-w, GDPI hetet-a-c‘ ‘flood, torrent’ (Bible+), hetetat, a- 
stem: GDSg hetetat-i, AblSg i helelat-e, LocSg i helelat-i, ISg hetelat-a-w, GDPI 
helelat-a-c', IPl helelat-a-w-k‘ ‘torrent, the place of a torrential stream, ravine’ 
(Bible+); z-efum ‘to pour, pour out, shed; to flow out, be overfilled’ (Bible); see 
also s.v. otot(an)em ‘to overflow, inundate, flood; to rinse’ (Bible+). 
A textual illustration for the verb hełum from Ehe, Chapter 5 (Ter-Minasyan 
1989: 21495: minc'ew hraman tueal erknayin covun helul i veray c‘amak‘is “He 
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even ordered the sea of heaven to flow over the dry land” (transl. Thomson 1982: 
158-159). 

That hetet-at refers not only to ‘torrent’ but also ‘ravine, torrent-bed’ is seen e.g. 
from the following attestations: Job 28.4 (Cox 2006: 182): zxram helelati i p‘oswoy 
“a cleft of a ravine, away from dust”; in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) 3.81 (1904-1985: 
1481; transl. Thomson 1991: 208): yezer helelatin “at the edge of the ravine” (for 
the full passage, see s.v. art *cornfield"). 
eETYM The verb hetum is usually derived from QIE *pel(H)-nu-mi (cf. Lith. pilu, 
pilti ‘to pour’, etc.) and connected with reduplicated hetet and otot- (Bugge 1893: 
15; Meillet 1916e: 171; Meillet 1916g; 1919: 187; 1936: 48, 112, 114; HAB 3: 76- 
77; Pokorny 1959: 798; hesitantly: Hübschmann 1897: 466). For a discussion, see 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 244-246; SaradZeva 1986: 24-25; Olsen 1999: 406435. Further 
see s.v. li ‘full’ (note the verb /num ‘to fill’ with the same verbal suffix *-nu-). 

Greppin (1981b: 6) notes that a proto-form *peln-peln- is not agreeable. The 
solution may be simpler, however: reduplication of bei. ‘to pour’ on the Armenian 
ground (cf. Meillet 1936: 38; Klingenschmitt 1982: 244,5; Olsen 1999: 72, 406; on 
helel-at, see Olsen 1999: 335). Elsewhere Greppin (1981c: 1213) notes the 
derivation helum < *pel-nu-mi and adds: “However, an o-grade form, Arm. ofot 
‘inundation’, might be derived from Hitt. alalam(m)a- ‘roar (of a river)". However, 
the Armenian forms are not of onomatopoeic nature. I see no reason to separate hetet 
from oio The latter may be regarded as an o-grade verbal iterative-extensive 
reduplication (cf. Klingenschmitt 1982: 24419), cf. kokov- ‘to boast’, yorjorjem ‘to 
call, name’. 


*her- ‘far’: her-i adv. ‘far (of time and space); isolated, foreign’, adj. ‘distant, far off, 
of long duration’ (Bible+), ‘without, except’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i, Gregory of Nyssa), 
her-ust, i her-ust adv. ‘from a distance, at long range’ (Bible+), her-oy ‘far’ (John 
Chrysostom), dial. *her-u ‘far’ (NHB 2: 89a; see also the dialectal section); 
heranam, 3sg.aor. herac '-aw, 3pl.aor. herac -an ‘to leave, go away, move off, be 
far’ (Bible+); her-awor, a-stem: GDPI herawor-a-c‘ adj. ‘distant, far off, of long 
duration’ (Bible+), hefewor < *heri-awor ‘id.’ (Ephrem), herastan adj. ‘distant, far 
off, of long duration’, i herastan-é adv. ‘far, far off/away, from a distance, at long 
range’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The forms heri and heru are widespread in the dialects. With a final nasal: 
Xarberd härun (beside hari), Mus, Alaskert herun, Aslanbek härün, abl. heravän, cf. 
Akn hervonc‘, etc. Rodost'o herung with the suffix -unk, cf. xor-unk ‘deep’, etc. 
[HAB 3: 82a]. The dialectal form heru 1s recorded already in NHB 2: 89a. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde 1854: 1455 et al. (HAB 3: 82a) connected with Goth. 
fairra ‘far’, OHG ferro ‘far’, Skt. paras ‘far, further’, etc. See Klingenschmitt 1982: 
12117, 165 on the morphology of her-i (derived by him from *persiio-) and the verb 
her-anam. For references and a discussion, see s.v. ar ‘at, by, to’. 


*hes- 
eDIAL Metri hisnil ‘to look at’ [Alayan 1954: 314]. ` 
eETYM According to Alayan (1954: 314; 1974: 146-147), from PIE *(s)pek- ‘to 
observe, see’: Skt. (s)pas- ‘to see (pas-); to observe, to watch, to spy (spas-)’, 
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spastá- ‘(clearly) perceived, clear, visible’, Gr. oxerteraı ‘to look around, to look 
at’, Lat. speciö ‘to see’, etc. See also s.v. p ‘ast ‘proof, etc.". 

This etymology is attractive. However, I wonder if Metri hisnil ‘to look at’ is not 
simply due to contamination of hayim ‘to watch, look at’ (which would be 
contracted in Metri to *hi-; cf. hayeli ‘mirror’ from the same verb > Mein hille 
[Alayan 1954: 277a]) with tesanem ‘to see’ (^ Metri taésnil [Atayan 1954: 288a]). 


het, o-stem: GDPI het-o-c‘ ‘foot’ (rare), ‘footstep, footprint, track; after’ (Bible+), 
‘with, together’ (Elise, John Chrysostom, etc.); heti (adv.) ‘on foot’ (Bible); y-et, y- 
et-oy ‘behind, after, afterwards’ (Bible); *et, only in expressions et and et 
‘immediately’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i, 5" cent.; T‘&odoros K‘it‘enawor, 7" cent.), et z-et-& 
‘one after another’ (Gregory of Nyssa); cf. het-z-het-é (John Chrysostom), yet-z-yet- 
€ (Naxadrut‘iwnk‘). 

Textual illustrations for yetoy and heti : Genesis 18.10 [Zeyt‘unean 1985: 220]: 
Ew Sarra unkn dner ar dran xoranin, k'anzi yetoy nora kayr ` Zappa è kovoev 
npös vj (ópa tijg oxqvijo, oca. Önıodev abtobd. Arm. yetoy renders Gr. Örıodev 
‘(from) behind, at the back, afterwards’. Elise (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 4047; transl. 
Thomson 1982: 246): bok ew heti “without shoes and on foot” (cf. Hac‘uni 1923: 
145). 
eDIAL The form het 'together' is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 84b]. The 
meaning ‘footprint, track’ is represented by Hamsen hed, hid [Acatyan 1947: 241], 
Svedia hit 'k' [HAB ibid.; Acaryan 2003: 576]; note also Tavus het as attested in folk 
texts, Xemé‘yan 2000: 36b™" (orsi heter lit. ‘tracks of hunt’), 212a"? (hetama ‘in 
the track’), 236a" (het ‘track’). 

Relics of the original meaning ‘foot, footstep' may be seen in the derivative *het- 
ik ‘ski-like shoes to walk on snow’ in Dersim (hetik, see Andranik 1900: 114), 
Hamsen, etc. (Bdoyan HayZotXat 2, 1980: 214 with thorough descriptions and 
drawings); Partizak, ManiSak (< Hamsen) hetik ‘an implement for walking on snow’ 
[Ter-Yakobean 1960: 472]. 

The meaning ‘time’ (attested in Sapuh Bagratuni: arajin het “first time’, HAB 3: 
83a) is present in some eastern dialects, such as Goris heti [Margaryan 1975: 425b]. 
Note also Lori *ayl-het ‘another time, again’, *ays-het ‘this time’, etc.; a textual 
illustration from a folk-tale from the village of Igahat (Lori, district of Alaverdi) told 
by D. Polosyan-Sahverdyan and recorded by E. Lalayan in 1915 (HZHek‘ 8, 1977: 
70-15: Gnac‘ elet biju kusto; asav: ‘Bijd, es het irkum en <...>’: “He went again to 
the old man and said: ‘Old man, this time they are sending me to <...>”. 
eETYM See s.v. ot- ‘foot’. 


*hert* ‘turn, queue’ (see dial. section); MidArm. hert‘-ov adv. ‘in turn, by turns, in 
consecutive order’ (Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, see MijHayBar 2, 1992: 36a). 
eDIAL Ararat hert‘ [Amatuni 1912: 169b], T‘iflis, , Lazax, Larabat *hert‘ [Acarean 
1913: 656b]. 
eETYM According to Jahukyan 1972: 314, derived from PIE *ser- ‘to put/bind 
together, link together in a series’ (cf. Lat. sero ‘to string together, put in a row’, 
series ‘row, succession, series’, etc.) and thus related with y-erum ‘to tie, fasten or 
join together, link together in a series’ (q.v.). 
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For the determinative -1‘, see e.g. s.vv. boyt‘ ‘thumb, lobe’ probably from PIE 
*b'euH- ‘to grow’, xil-t' ‘knag on a tree, a swelling in tree’ vs. xoyl ‘swelling, 
tumour, gland’, kr-t -unk' ‘back’ vs. kurn ‘back’. In these dialects the sequence -rt - 
may reflect both -rt‘- and -rd- (see Tomson 1890: 66; Davt'yan 1966: 55; M. 
Asatryan 1968: 63; Markosyan 1989: 66). The OArm. form may have been, then, 
*her-t' or *her-d < QUE *ser-t-. 


heru ‘last year’ (Severian of Gabala, John Chrysostom, Paterica, John of Damascus, 
etc.); i herun heté ‘since last year’ (2 Corinthians 8.10 and 9.2, rendering Gr. dd 
zépvoi, Ephrem Commentary on 2 Corinthians); heruin am ‘two years ago’ (John of 
Damascus), MidArm. heruni am 'two years ago' (a colophon of 14” cent., 
MijHayBar 2, 1992: 36b); herwic* i ver ‘since last year’ (in a late medieval folk- 
song, Abelyan 1940: 99*'?^) 
eDIAL The basic form heru is widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 89a]. Some forms 
display a nasal element and/or a locative -i, such as Agulis härvi, C‘ina hérvi 
[Aéafean 1935: 370; M. Zak'aryan 2008: 185], Are$-Havarik‘“ herunai [Lusenc‘ 
1982: 220b], Larabat harné, harnu vs. héru [Davt'yan 1966: 412], Goris harne 
[Margaryan 1975: 343b], etc., cf. also T‘iflis heru, gen. hervan [HAB 3: 89a], Moks 
xeru, gen. xervan, abl. xervane [Orbeli 2002: 246], Marata xeorü, gen. xeorva 
[Acarean 1926: 44, 408], Artial Sué'ava heru, Polish heru-s with the deictic article, 
gen. herovan [Aéatyan 1953: 46, 138, 181, 276]. 

The form heru ‘last year’ underlies a few derivatives basically meaning ‘a male or 
female calf between one and two years’: Širak hervnek (erinj *heifer") [Mxit‘areanc‘ 
1901: 281-282], Sasun hervänig ‘one-year-old (animal)’ [Petoyan 1954: 139; 1965: 
496], Satax xervanek ‘a calf of one to two years’ [M. Muradyan 1962: 83], Bale&- 
Bitlis xervanek [Taronean 1961: 33], Van, etc. xernik and ver ‘a male or female calf 
between one and two years’ [Acarean 1913: 657b], Moks xernik, gen. xernak-u, pl. 
xernak-tir *romnonBaurbiii TEIIEHOK’, *Mojroyraa MujJroBu/tHas Gaba’ [Orbeli 2002: 245]. 

Interesting is Van, Moks, Salmast, Marala, etc. *herznam ‘two years ago’, which 
can be compared with heruin am ‘two years ago’ and heruni am ‘two years ago’ and 
interpreted as *herun-z-am or *heruin-z-am (q.v.). 
eETYM Old adverb from PIE *peruti ‘last year’, cf. Gr. zépooi, Dor. zepvrı, Skt. 
parut ‘last year’, Olc. fjoró, MHG vert ‘last year’, etc. (see Hübschmann 1897: 467; 
Meillet 1936: 101; HAB 3: 89a with earlier references to Windischmann, de 
Lagarde, Miller; Pokorny 1959: 1175; Olsen 1999: 209): *peruti > PArm. *heruii > 
heru (Meillet 1936: 57; Klingenschmitt 1982: 98). 

The PIE adverb *peruti derives from an earlier phrase with the locative *pér ueti, 
with *per- ‘forward, through’ and *wet- ‘year’ (Pokorny 1959: 1175; Schindler 1967: 
300;; Brandenstein 1967: 18; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 94-95; Baldi apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 654a) which has been reduced to *uti when unaccented, cf. 
*me-g"sr-i (> Arm. merj ‘near’, q.v.) from the phrase *me g"es(e)ri, see Clackson 
1994: 150-152 for a thorough discussion. 

The Armenian literary forms heruin and heruni, although attested late, may be 
regarded as reliable and old in view of dialectal forms ranging from the south- 
western to eastern and north-eastern peripheries, cf. Sasun hervänig, Bate’, Satax, 
etc. xervanek on the one hand, and Ares-Havarik‘ herunai, Larabat harné, etc. on the 
other. The forms may be directly compared with Gr. zepvoıvog ‘from last year, last- 
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yearly’ (on which see Frisk 2: 518-519; Chantraine 1968-80: 889-890): *perutinos > 
PArm. *heruwino- > heruin, loc. *perutin-i > PArm. *heruw(i)ní > *herunt. For the 
accented locative marker -i > Larabat -é, see 2.2.1.5. 

For other adjectives and adverbs of place with -in from IE *-ino- or *-ino- such as 
araj-in adj. and adv. ‘first’, arawawt-in ‘pertaining to morning’, erekoy-in 
‘pertaining to evening (adj.)’, ‘in the evening (adv.)’, etc., see Meillet 1936: 76; 
Greppin 1975: 101; Jahukyan 1998: 26; Olsen 1999: 466-468. 

Next to *per- + *u(e)t- ‘year’ one also reconstructs *per- + *h;(e)n- ‘year’: Lith. 
pernai ‘last year’, MHG vern ‘id.’, etc. (Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 654). 
Further see s.v. (y)erand ‘the day before yesterday’. 


*herun-z-am or *heruin-z-am (dial.) ‘two years ago’. 

eDIAL Van xerznäm [Aéatyan 1952: 275], Salmast xérznam, Ozim xarznam [HAB 3: 
89a], Marata *herznam ‘two years ago’; ablative *herznmané, Xizan *herznm-uk 
‘two-year-old colt’? [Aéarean 1913: 656b], Moks xerznäm, gen. xerznämvan, abl. 
xerznüm(van)e *nosanpoimrbriit Ton’ [Orbeli 2002: 246]. 

eETYM Aéaryan (1913: 656b; HAB 3: 89a) derives *herznam ‘two years ago’ from 
heru ‘last year’ (q.v.), which is undoubtedly correct, and considers it a new word 
offering no explanation for its structure. 

In my opinion, the word is closely related with the expressions with am *year', 
heruin am ‘two years ago’ (John of Damascus) and heruni am ‘two years ago’ (a 
colophon of 14" cent, MijHayBar 2, 1992: 36b). The only difference is the 
‘epenthetic’ -z-, which seems to be identical with the preposition-prefix z- frequently 
found in expressions of time, compare z-ayg-oy, z-ayg-u-e “in the morning’ from ayg 
‘morning’ (q.v.), z-tiw ew z-giser ‘day and night’, etc., cf. ORuss. za-utra ‘tomorrow’ 
< ‘tomorrow morning’. Typologically compare also zaram ‘senile’ (q.v.), if 
composed of (or re-analyzed as such) z- and am ‘year’. 

Thus: *herun-z-am or *heruin-z-am ‘two years ago’ > *her(w)anzam > *herznam 
through metathesis. 


hec‘, i-stem in NHB (only GSg hec “i is attested) ‘felloe’. 

Eznik (5" cent.), Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.), Step‘anos Siwnec‘i (8" cent.), etc. 
In Eznik, with an initial x-: xec ‘. 
eDIAL Mui hec, Bulanox hec‘ ‘the first and the third of the three wooden parts of a 
wheel’, Salmast xec ‘ ‘the wooden rim of a wheel, felloe’ [HAB 3: 89b]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB (3: 89b). 

The genitive hec‘-i implies that the word had either i- or a-stem. If i-stem (as 
stated in NHB), one may link hec‘ with other formations with the suffixal -c ' (< PIE 
*-sk-) like harc‘, i-stem ‘question, inquiry’ (Agat‘angetos+) and c'oyc' (i-stem) 
‘show, indication, example, proof’ (Bible+). I propose a derivation from PIE *pelk-: 
ORG felga, OEngl. felg(e) ‘felloe’, etc. (< Germ. *felg- ‘to turn, wind"). It has been 
assumed that *pel-k- is a form of *plek- ‘to plait’: Gr. z4ékco, OHG flehtan, ‘to 
plait’; Russ. plesti, etc. [Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 706;]. For the semantic shift 
‘to wind, plait’ > ‘felloe’, see 3.9.4. 

Arm. hec‘ can be derived from *pelk-sk- (for *-sk-, see above) or a PArm. 
secondary nominative *pelk-s (cf. 2.2.1.2). Both would result in *e/c `. For the loss 
of the lateral followed by an affricate -c ‘, see 2.1.22.9. 
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Given the spelling xec‘, as well as the alternation h/x, one might alternatively 
propose a connection with Arm. xec' 'pot; shell (of molluscs, etc.)’, if the basic 
meaning of the latter was ‘turning, twisting’; cf. gaft-a-kur (q.v.). 


hianam, 3sg.aor. hiac'-a-w, 3pl.aor. hiac-an ‘to be astounded, stricken with 
amazement, terror or admiration’ (Bible+); a deverbative noun hiac‘-umn 
‘astonishment, numbness, terror, etc.’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Nor Naxijewan, Tiflis hiac 'k' ‘admirable’ [HAB 3: 92a]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 92a. 

Jahukyan 1967: 106 suggests a connection with hoy ‘fear’ (q.v.), which is 
possible but uncertain; his ultimate derivation of them from PIE *K"ei- (cf. Skt. cay- 
/cay- ‘to perceive; to observe’, Gr. tim ‘to esteem, deeply respect’, etc.) is untenable. 
Alayan 1974: 102 connects hi- to Lat. pius ‘pious, religious, faithful, faithful, 
devout; dutiful’, etc. This etymology is unconvincing both formally (the Latin word 
seems to reflect *puios < *pHuio-, see Schrijver 1991: 322-323, cf. 247) and 
semantically. Neither convincing is the derivation from *hi “what” < *k"id, 
suggested by Klingenschmitt 1982: 126. 

I propose a derivation from PIE "séh;i-, *shzi- ‘to bind’, cf. Av. hi- ‘to chain, 
bind’, Khot. hıya adj. ‘bound’, Skt. syati ‘to bind, fasten, fetter’, sitá- ‘bound’, Lith. 
siéti ‘to bind, tie’, etc.; for the forms, see s.v. hayt‘- ‘to attach, adjust, put together’. 
The Armenian intransitive verb hi-anam may be based on an original transitive verb 
meaning ‘to bind, chain’. An Iranian origin may not be ruled out; cf. Av. hi- ‘to 
chain, bind’. Alternatively, we may posit an underlying PArm. *hi- ‘bound, numb’ 
derived from < QIE *sh;i-io-/-t0- or *sih;-io-/-to-. 

The semantic development is trivial, cf. e.g. Russ. o-cepenét' ‘to grow torpid, 
freeze with e.g. fear’ < cep’ ‘chain’. Note also Arm. arm-anam ‘to be astounded’, 
and-armanam ‘to be astounded, stricken with amazement; to render senseless, 
benumb, deaden’ (q.v.), if from PArm. *arm- ‘to bind fast, tie, DU (cf. y-arm-ar 
‘fitting’, Gr. dpuoco ‘to join, fit together, bind fast’, etc.). Further, see s.v. papanjim 
‘to grow dumb, speechless’. 


hin, o-stem: GDSg hn-o-y, ISg i hn-o-y, GDPI hn-o-c‘, etc. ‘old, ancient, worn-out’ 
(Bible+), note loc. i hnumn in Eznik Kotbac‘i, Elise, John Chrysostom, etc. (see 
NHB 2: 98b; Meillet 1936: 91); An-anam ‘to become old’ (Bible+), a denominative 
verb on which see Jahukyan 1982: 183; Klingenschmitt 1982: 120. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 94b]. 
eETYM From PIE o-stem *seno- ‘old’: Skt. sana- ‘old’, YAv. hana- ‘old, grey’, Gr. 
Evog ‘last year’s, old’, cf. Lat. senex ‘old, aged; old man, aged person’, senior 
‘older’, etc., Hübschmann 1897: 467; HAB 3: 94 (with references to Windischmann, 
de Lagarde, Miiller, etc.); Meillet 1936: 73; Pokorny 1959: 907 (mentioning also 
hanapaz ‘always’, which is an Iranian loanword); Jahukyan 1982: 129-130; 
Clackson 1994: 168; Mallory/Adams 1997: 409b; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 695; 
Olsen 1999: 11, 20, 235, 820, 826. 

Hübschmann (1897: 467) and Meller (1919: 187, 188; 1936: 38) rightly reject 
the Iranian origin of hin (Müller) on the ground of the vocalism, but Meillet ibid. 
explains the initial h- by an Iranian influence (see also HAB 3: 94b). It seems more 
likely, however, that the A- is the regular reflex of PIE *s- before front vowels, as is 
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also seen in e.g. hecanim ‘to mount a horse’, helg ‘lazy’, himn ‘foundation’, hiwt‘ 
‘sap’. For a discussion of this development, see Greppin 1975a: 47, 52; Godel 1975: 
68, 77; Jahukyan 1982: 39; Klingenschmitt 1982: 196; Kortlandt 1983: 11 = 2003: 
41; Olsen 1999: 7669; Beekes 2003: 169. 


hing (mostly uninflected, Meillet 1936: 100; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 66), i-stem: 
GDP! Ang-i-c‘ (Bible+), IPl hng-i-w-k‘ (Eusebius of Caesarea); later also IPI hng-a- 
w-k‘ (Sarakan) ‘five’, hingerord, gen.-dat. hingerord-i ‘fifth’; hnge-tasan ‘fifteen’, 
hngetasan-erord ‘fifteenth’ (all Bible+). 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 95b]. 
eETYM From PIE *pénk"e ‘five’: Skt. páfica, YAv. panca, MPers. panj, Gr. mévte, 
Aeol. zéuae, Lat. quique, Goth. fimf, etc.; the *-e- is seen in Arm. hnge-tasan 
‘fifteen’, cf. Skt. panca-dasa, etc.; see Meillet 1896: 157-159; 1936: 31; 
Hübschmann 1897: 467; HAB 3: 95 (with references to Klaproth, Brosset, NHB, 
etc.); Pokorny 1959: 808; Szemerényi 1960: 94-95; Kortlandt 1994a: 254 — 2003: 99 
(assuming a restoration of the final velar on the basis of the ordinal *pnk"o-); 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 65-66; Mallory/Adams 1997: 401-402, 404a. 

See also s.v. yisun ‘fifty’. 


hiwt‘, o-stem: GDSg hiwt‘-o-y, GDPI hiwt -o-c' [later also i-stem] ‘moisture, sap; 
deepness; element, matter, essence'. 

Attested in the Bible, Fank Kotbac‘i, Agat'angelos, etc. For attestations, 
derivatives and a thorough semantic discussion, see Dowsett 1965: 120-124. For 
Biblical attestations, see also Olsen 1999: 53, 10. 
eDIAL Alaskert, Mus hut‘ ‘material, substance’, said of e.g. wheat, grapes: “The 
wheat/grave is p ‘uc (‘empty’), there is no hut‘ in it’; “The wheat has ripened, it has 
obtained hut” [HAB 3: 99a]. 
eETYM Meillet (p.c. apud HAB 3: 99a) rejects the comparison (proposed by 
Tervisean) with Skt. sutá- ‘pressed out’, etc. Pedersen (1906: 437 = 1982: 215) 
connects Aiwt' with OHG füht ‘damp, wet’, etc. 

Acafyan (HAB 3: 98-99; cf. also Jahukyan 1967: 213; 1982: 39, 73, 131; 1987: 
146; Kortlandt 1983: 11 = 2003: 41) derives hiwt‘ from QIE *sip-to-, from PIE 
*seip/b- “to pour, rain, sift’, cf. Gr. zpóy-orzog 'straining-cloth for wine’, eißo ‘to 
drop’, OEngl. szpian ‘durchsickern, tröpfeln’, Toch. A sep-, sip- ‘to anoint’, etc. On 
this root, see Pokorny 1959: 894; Frisk, s.v. zpoyoizogc. See also s.v. ew! ‘oil’. Olsen 
(1999: 52) points out that *sib-to- (^ *sip-to-) is possible too. See 2.1.22.12, 
however. 

Not mentioning the etymology of Aécaryan, Dowsett (1965: 126) rejects 
Pedersen's interpretation and proposes a derivation from QIE *pi-n-t-, cf. Skt. 
pinvita- *swollen (with liquid)’. He assumes a phonological development as in giwt 
‘find’ (allegedly) from *ui-n-d-. On giwt, however, see s.v. *git- : giwt and 
2.1.22.12. Klingenschmitt (1982: 180) prefers another derivation of the same PIE 
root *pei(H)-, namely *pi-tu-, cf. Skt. pitu- m. ‘nourishment, food’ (on which see 
Lubotsky 1988: 45), Lith. piêtūs ‘dinner’, etc. This etymology is favoured in 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 130; Olsen 1999: 52-53. Beekes (2003: 205) considers 
the etymology as semantically doubtful. Neither formally is it impeccable; I rather 
expect Arm. *hiw- from *pi(H)tu-. 
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I conclude that the best etymology is that of Acaryan: hiwt‘, -o- < QIE *sip-to-. 

For the problem of the relation with niwt‘ ‘matter, material, etc". see Pedersen, 
Ibid.; HAB 3: 455; Jahukyan 1987: 245; Olsen 1999: 55; and, especially, Dowsett 
1965.” 


hiws, i-stem (IPI hiws-iw-k' in Bible) ‘plait’ (Bible+), hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ (John 
Chrysostom; *Zgon"; Movsés Xorenac‘i), hiwsum (Bible), hesum (Paterica). See 
also s.v. *hiwsi(n) ‘avalanche’. 

Numerous derivatives. Ephrem has hews and yusanem. The initial y- is also found 
in Paterica. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 101b]. Nor Naxijewan attests fsel, and 
Larabat has lüsil, with an initial /-. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 101b) accepts none of the numerous etymological 
attempts. He (ibid.) explains the initial /- of Larabal eil as resulted from 
contamination with the unpreserved *lesem ‘to weave’ « PIE *plek-, cf. Gr. zAéko, 
OCS plesti, OHG flechtan ‘to plait’, etc. According to Jahukyan (1987: 265), Arm. 
*les- ‘to plait’ has been left out due to homonymy with /esum ‘to crush, splinter, 
squeze'. It is also possible to treat Larabal /üsil as a result of contamination of 
hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ with lesum, note especially Mus /osel ‘to whet (a scythe 
and the like); to comb'. For the semantic correspondence one might compare Russ. 
kosa "plat" which is equated by some scholars with kosa ‘scythe’. For the anlaut 
alternation y — /, see also 2.1.7. 

Under the word hiwsn ‘carpenter’, ACaryan (HAB 3: 102) accepts its connection 
with hiwsem, mentioning Lat. fexo, etc. (see below) for the semantic development. 

Winter (1962: 262; 1983) connects with Skt. táksati “to form by cutting, tool, 
hammer; to fashion, form, make, prepare’ (RV+), Lat. texō ‘to weave; to plait 
(together); to construct with elaborate care’, etc., and Arm. hiwsn ‘carpenter’, 
directly equated with Skt. taksan- m. *wood-cutter, carpenter’ (RV+) and Gr. zextwv 
m. ‘carpenter, artist’; see also Mayrhofer 1986: 155. For the root, see s.v. *t'esi(k) 
‘spindle’ and HAB s.v. t‘ek‘em ‘to fashion, forge, make’. Jahukyan (1987: 81, 265, 
436, 440) rejects the etymology and treats the Armenian words as potential Urartian 
loans. Olsen (1999: 126-127) revised the etymology, trying to solve the obvious 
phonological obstacles. Klingenschmitt (1982: 133-134, 217) treats hiwsem as 
reduplicated present (*pi-pk-e/o-) of PIE *pek-, cf. Gr. zem, Lat. pectö ‘to comb’, 
Lith. pesi, pesti ‘rupfen, ausreißen, an den Haaren ziehen’, etc., and then proposes 
an alternative derivation from PIE *peuk-, cf. Av. pus-à- ‘Diadem’, Arm. psak (< 
Iran.), Gr. zoxvoc ‘dense, solid’, etc. The latter etymology is also discussed by de 
Lamberterie who assumes a regular development of inherited *-eu- to -iw- rather 
than -oy- (on this, see Clackson 1994: 233-234277, with ref.). 

The connection with PIE *peuk- is the most acceptable of all the etymologies. 
However, I alternatively propose to derive hiwsem from PIE *seuk-, cf. Lith. sukti 
‘drehen, wenden, kehren, betrügen, betören’, Slav. sukati ‘to turn’, ORuss. svkati 
*zwirnen, aufwickeln’, russ. skate (sku, skeso) ‘aufwickeln (Fäden), zwirnen’, Russ. 


80 Alternative: Arm. hiwt‘, o-stem ‘moisture’ < QIE *siK"-to-: Skt. siktd- ‘poured out, poured 
upon’ (RV+), cf. OHG sihan ‘to strain’, etc. (on these, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 744- 
745). 
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sukato ‘zwirnen, drillen, spinnen’, etc. This etymology seems preferable since it is 
semantically attractive and phonologically possible (though the ambiguity of -iw- 
still remains), and it presupposes an internal connection with another Armenian 
word, namely hiwsis(i) ‘north’ (also with -iw-), if the etymology of this word 
suggested by Jahukyan (1986-1987) is acceptable (see s.v.). One may be tempted to 
explain the -iw- by assuming a reduplicated present, namely *si-suk-. The 
palatalization of *-k- after *-u- is regular in Armenian. 


*hiwsi(n) ‘avalanche’. 

In Movsés Xorenac'i 2.62 (1913=1991: 194-?): ew meraw i canaparhi jean 
hiwsoy (vars. zhiwsisoy, hissoy, hiwsioy, etc.) kaleal. Apparently, Thomson (1978: 
206) based himself on the readings zhiwsisoy, etc. (confused with hiwsis 'north") 
since he translates the passage as follows: “and died on a journey, overwhelmed by 
northern snow". The critical text, however, shows that zhiwsisoy and the others are 
not the most reliable readings, and the meaning ‘avalanche’ makes more sense in the 
context, so one should follow Aéaryan (HAB 3: 101b) in positing here the word for 
*avalanche', which is attested in some later sources too (in the spelling forms 
hosi(n), etc.), and is reliably represented in the dialects. 

In colophons (15" cent) one finds usi and usin (NHB, HAB), which are 

reminiscent of the dialectal forms of the Van-group in having no initial h-, and those 
of Mus and Bulanex in having a final -in [Aéaryan 1952: 65]. 
@DIAL Preserved in a number of dialects of the ko-class: Xotorjur husi (according to 
Yu&amXotorj 1964: 478b, hüsi /hiwsi/), Mus, Bulanox husin, Van usi, Ozim owse', 
Moks usá (according to Orbeli 2002: 305, uso/uso’, GSg usu, NPI usik”, GPI 
usa-k -tir-u) [HAB 3: 102a; Aéatyan 1952: 276], Satax usi [M. Muradyan 1962: 68, 
200b]. 

Uwe Bläsing informs me that in Hamsen there are several place-names containing 
the Armenian plural marker -er, among them Hus-er. I assumed that the root can be 
identified with Arm. *hiwsi ‘avalanche’, which has been preserved in a dialect 
neighbouring with Hamsen, that is Xotorjur, in the form of husi. Bläsing considers 
this idea as probable since Huser 1s an area with precipitous places abounding in 
snow. The place-name Huser, thus, can be used as a probable piece of evidence for 
the existence of the independently unattested HamSen *husi (see 4.8). 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 3: 101-102. NHB (2: 102a) places hiws 
‘avalanche’ under the word hiws, i-stem ‘plait’ (q.v.) and interprets it as follows: 
hiwsuac jeanc' dizac 'eloc' i lerins, ew hoseloc‘ yankarc i vayr “plaiting of snow 
having been piled in mountains and flowing/gliding down". Here, thus, a connection 
with both hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ (q.v.) and hosem ‘to make flow, pour down, 
winnow’ (Bible+; dial.) is suggested’. The latter is interesting especially if one takes 
into account the forms with the u-vocalism in Xotorjur, etc., as well as the meaning 
*snow-storm' of Ararat fosan (see HAB 3: 315a). However, the former alternative 
seems better both formally and semantically. 

The idea that the abundance of snow is expressed through ‘weaving, plaiting’ is 
corroborated by the following spectacular passage from P'awstos Buzand 3.14 
(1883-1984: 32-75 transl. Garsoian 1989: 87): yorZam kuteal dizeal zmecut‘iwn 
bazmut 'iwn t'anjrut ‘ean jeanc n kutakeal hiwseal jeanc'n i veray jmerayin leranc n 
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: “when a great thickness of snow was piled on the wintery mountains”. For the 
semantic relationship, see 3.9.3. 

I conclude that *hiwsi(n) ‘avalanche’ derives from hiws, i-stem ‘plait’ (Bible+), 
hiwsem 'to weave, plait? (q.v.). 


hiwsis (spelled also as hiwsiws, hiwsiwsi, hisis, etc.), o-stem: GDSg hiwsis-o-y; i- 
stem: ISg hiwsis-i-w; hiwsisi, ea-stem: GDSg hiwsis(w)-o-y, ISg hiwsise-a-w ‘north; 
northern wind’ (Bible+). 

A textual illustration from Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.39 (1913=1991: 165'^5 transl. 
Thomson 1978: 181): ew i darnahot p‘¢‘mané hiwsisoy pałac ‘eal juleal vtakn : "the 
stream froze over from the bitter north winds". 
eDIAL Axalc'xa, Karin, Salmast hüsis; T'iflis, Ararat husis; Sebastia hüsüs; Mus 
husus; Xarberd hisis [HAB 3: 102a]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology 1s recorded in HAB 3: 102a. 

S. Petrosyan (1977: 215) derives the word from PIE *seu- ‘left’, also mentioning 
Russ. séver ‘North’ and Lith. siaure ‘North’. However, the Balto-Slavic forms 
belong with a root with an initial *K- (see s.v. c'urt ‘cold’). Further on *seu-, see 
below. 

Jahukyan (1986-87; 1992: 18-19) derives hiwsis(i) ‘north’ from *seukoi-ki(y)o-, a 
compound of PIE *seuk-e/oi- (the locative form of *seuk-o-, cf. Lith. sukti ‘to wind, 
turn’, Slav. sukati ‘to turn’; see s.v. hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ on the etymon) and PIE 
*Kei- ‘se trouver’ (cf. Gr. xeiuar ‘to lie, be somewhere’; thus "qui se trouve á 
lopposé". He treats it as "cóté inverse", in opposition with haraw ‘south’, 
etymologically "cóté du devant" (q.v.). Olsen (1999: 960) lists hiwsis among the 
words of unknown origin and does not mention Petrosyan's and Jahukyan's 
etymologies. 

The interpretation of Jahukyan is plausible. Nevertheless, the derivation from PIE 
*seu- ‘left? (: Skt. savya-, Y Av. haoiia-, ORuss. Sujo, etc., see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 
1984, 2: 783; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 716) seems worth of consideration, too. 
The left side is associated with ‘north’ (Volpe apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 349, 
concerning also the etymon *seu-), cf. also MIr. füath ‘left; northern’ (see Pokorny 
1959: 1079-1080). The second part of the Armenian word may be equated with 
*keik- ‘cold wind; northern wind’ (: Russ. cicer ‘cold wind; northern wind’, Gr. 
Kaiktac, -ov ‘northeastern wind’, etc., see EtimSlovSlavJaz 4, 1977: 132). The 
vocalic alternation seems to point to a substratum word. Thus: QIE *seu-keik-i- 
(perhaps based on locative) ‘northern cold wind’ > PArm. *seu-keikiV- (with regular 
palatalization of the velar after *-u-) > *seu-keik-i- (assimilation of velars) > *hew- 
seisi- > hiwsis(i) “northern wind’. This is, of course, highly hypothetical. 


hiwsn (an-stem: GSg hiwsan, NPl hiwsunk', GDPI hiwsanc‘) ‘carpenter’ (Bible+). 
MidArm. hus(n), pl. huser [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 50a]. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.32 (1913=1990: 885 transl. Thomson 1978: 124): Oc* 
unimk‘ asel, imastun kam anhancar astanor linel mez hiwsn, patkanawor kam oc, 
zaynoc ‘ik ayzm uremn zkni heluselov bans, zkareworsn ew meroys arzani 
Saradrut‘eans : “I cannot say whether we are here acting like a wise or like an 
unskilled workman, one competent or not, in adding now at the end these stories, 
which are important and worthy of our history”. 
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eDIAL Dial. xus is attested in an inscription from 1591. Present in Van xus, GSg 
xsan, NPI xsner, Ozim xows, Salmast xus [Acatyan 1952: 108, 125, 276; HAB 3: 
102b]. 

eETYM See s.v. hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’. 


hiwr or hewr, o-stem: GDSg hiwr-o-y (Bible), GDPI Aiwr-o-c' (Yaéaxapatum), later 
GDSg hiwr-i ‘guest’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Tiflis, Ararat hur, Van xur, gen. xr-u [HAB 3: 102b; Aécaryan 1952: 120, 
276], Satax xur [M. Muradyan 1962: 200b], Moks xur (in a folk-song, see 
Yovsép'eanc* 1892: 26-?); in a compound with harsn ‘bride’: Bulanox harsn-xur, 
Salmast xarsi-xur [HAB 3: 102b]. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 3: 102b) rejects all the etymological attempts and leaves the 
origin of the word open. Jahukyan (1963a: 93; 1982: 39; 1987: 146) develops the 
idea of Halacean apud HAB on the connection with iwr ‘his own, etc.’ (q.v.) and 
posits QIE "seuero- or *setro- for hi/ewr. For the semantics he notes Lith. svécias 
‘guest’ < *sue-t-, etc. (see Otrebski 1967: 77 for the forms). For the problem of h-, 
see s.v. hin ‘old’. The etymology is possible, but details are unclear. 

Arm. hiwr has been considered a loan from Iran. *fri-vara- ‘friend’, a derivative 

of the root *fray-/fri- ‘to bless, etc.’ (Isebaert 1979: 366-367; Olsen 1999: 891; for 
the Iranian root, see Cheung 2007: 87-88). This etymology is untenable. 


hlu, a-stem: GDPI hlu-a-c‘ (Grigor Narekac‘i, 10-11” cent.) ‘obedient, compliant’ 
(Bible+). 
eETYM Composed of *hu- « *su- ‘good’ and */u ‘hearing’ (Hübschmann 1897: 130; 
HAB 3: 103a); compare an-/u ‘disobedient’. Further see s.v. /sem ‘to hear’. 


hnjan, a-stem [according to Olsen (1999: 299, 956), i-stem, but see below for instr. 
hnjan-a-w(-k‘) in Agat'angelos] "a basin to squeeze grapes in, a wine-press basin; a 
room for wine-pressing’ (Bible+). Spelled also as hncan. 

Several attestations in  Agat'angelos, referring to special wine-pressing 
buildings/rooms in gardens in NE side of Valarsapat-Norak'alak' (nowadays 
Ejmiacin): 

mtanéin i hnjanayarks aygestanwoyn, or kan Sineal i hiwsisoy yarewelic‘ kuse 
(190921980: 85-5, 8 150); 

gteal linein nok'a i hnjans Sinuacoc 'n (90, 8161); 

hasuc'anéin af durs hnjanin, ur &in vank‘ noc‘a artak'oy k'alak'in (91-95, § 
166); 

ert'eal ar hnjanok'n (= hnjan-a-w-k ‘-n; vars. hnj/canawn), ur einn isk yaraj vank‘ 
iwreanc‘ (1045, § 192); 

ew mi omn or anden i gert e spanin i hnjani and, ur ein vank‘ noc'a (108.7, $ 
201); 

ew amp ‘op 'eac , af gnac‘ i hnjann, ur vank'n isk leal &in noc‘a (118'", § 224). 

On the ancient wine-presses of Armenia, see Tiracjan 1983: 57-58. 
eDIAL Ararat, Mus, Bulanox hnjan, Agulis anjun, Metri anjan (see Atayan 1954: 
243, 278a), Zeyt'un onjon, all meaning ‘grapes basin, wine-press'; Xarberd, Akn, 
Tigranakert (h)anjan ‘garden-hut’; Ararat hnjanapat ‘ruin of a wine-pressing 
building’ [HAB 3: 105-106]. Note that Ararat aragast is a part of a hnjan, but, 
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according to Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan (1971: 218), in Aštarak arak‘ast is 
synonymous to ÖSakan hanjan (see s.v. aragast). 

In a fairy-tale recorded by Sero Xanzadyan in Goris in 1947 (HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 
414P?5, Anjan and hovuz are used in the same sentence, as by-forms meaning 
*swimming-pool'. If reliable, this is remarkable in respect with my etymological 
suggestion below. Note also Hnjan, the name of a fountain in the vicinity of 
T'amzara, in the Sapin-Garahisar region, in the basin (awazan) of which, according 
to a tradition, a guarding snake lives’ (see Lanalanyan 1969: 105N?*^), 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 3: 105b) mentions only the connection with hunj **mowing' 
suggested in NHB, pointing out that it is semantically remote, unless hnjan 
previously had a different meaning. According to Jahukyan (1987: 314, 315; 1988, 
2: 84), borrowed from Hitt. "Phanza(n) ‘a kind of implement’. Olsen (1999: 299, 
956) represents hnjan as a word of unknown origin in -an. 

I tentatively propose to treat Anjan as borrowed from an Iranian or Semitic 
theoretical form, namely *ha/ovzan ‘font = Taufbecken; a kind of bathing-vessel; 
the basin of a fountain; garden-basin’ (see s.v. awaz), with the n-epenthesis (on 
which, see 2.1.30.1). 

For the semantics, see s.v. aragast. 


hnoc‘, a-stem: GDSg hnoc“i, AblSg i hnoc‘-e, ISg hnoc'-a-w ‘oven, furnace’ 
(Bible+). 

Two textual illustrations in combination with hur ‘fire’: Job 41.12: hnoc'i hroy 
kaycakanc ' “of a fiery furnace of burning coals” ` kauivov karouévyg mpi åvůpákæv 
(Cox 2006: 263); in the letter from Bishop Giwt (5" cent.) to Vaé‘é (king of 
Atuank‘) apud Movsés Katankatuac‘i 1.11 (V. Afak'elyan 1983: 21°"): i hur hnoc ‘in 
lit. ‘in fire of furnace’. 

@DIAL No dialectal record in HAB 3: 106. According to V. Arak'elyan (1984a: 144), 
*hun ‘fire’ has been preserved in the village of Kotayk‘/Elkavan, in the compound 
xunt‘urc ‘glowing ash applied on the wound’, which he interprets as *hun-t‘urc, 
with ¢‘urc- ‘to burn bricks or pots of clay to make them stiff’ as the second member. 
Attractive but uncertain. 

eETYM Derived from the old oblique stem *hu-n- of heteroclitic hu-r ‘fire’ (see there 
for more detail). 

Recently A. Petrosyan 2007: 10-11 proposed an alternative etymology deriving 
Arm. hun from PIE *Hopn- with Hitt. happina- ‘baking kiln, fire-pit', OEngl. ofen 
‘oven’, etc. The Hittite form points to *h3ep-n- (see Kloekhorst 2008: 297), which 
would indeed yield Arm. *hun-. Nevertheless, the etymology is improbable because: 
1) I see no solid reasons to abandon the traditional etymology; 2) the derivational 
suffix -oc‘ (on which see Olsen 1999: 533-536) will be unmotivated in the 
interpretation of hn-oc‘ ‘oven’ as *hun- ‘oven’ + -oc‘, whereas *hun- ‘fire’ + -oc ‘= 
hn-oc‘ ‘*fire-place’ is quite natural. For oc" cf. a synonymous word t'rc-oc' 
‘furnace’ from verbal t'urc- ‘to burn bricks or pots of clay to make them stiff". 


*hol(-an)- ‘uncovered, naked’: hol-ani ‘uncovered, bare, naked’, hol-an-e/im ‘to 
bare, uncover’ (both Bible+), hol-on- ‘id.’ (John Chrysostom, T‘ovmay Arcruni, 
Mesrop Eréc‘, Nersés Snorhali); hol-a-t‘ew-em ‘to stretch one’s arms’ (Sahak 
catholicos Jora/op‘orec‘i, 7" cent., etc.), etc. 
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holani renders Gr. áxaza-kóAvzrog ‘uncovered’ in e.g. 1 Corinthians 11.13 
(referring to a woman), and the verb holane/im — ano-kaAuntw ‘to uncover’ in 2 
Kings 6.20, 22; further: holaneal = adv. á-kóAvz toc in 3 Maccabees 4.6. 

The form holaneal ‘openly, uncovered’ is also found in e.g. P‘awstos Buzand 
3.17 (1883-1984: 39-55: holaneal gorcéin zmels : “they committed sins openly” 
(transl. Garsoian 1989: 92). For the full passage, see s.v. xét‘ ‘bite, pain, etc.’. For 
holanem ‘to strip naked’, see e.g. P‘awstos Buzand 4.58 (150.5; transl. 178). 
eETYM Since Meillet (1894: 154), connected with OCS polje, Russ. póle ‘field’, 
polyj ‘open, bare, empty’, etc., and Arm. hot ‘earth, ground’. See s.v. hot for more 
detail. 


hol, o-stem ‘earth, ground, soil; burial plot, cemetery’ (Bible); ‘plot, estate" in 
P'awstos Buzand 5.31 (1883-1984: 1941; transl. Garsoian 1989: 212), and 
Step‘anos Orbelean. MidArm. derivatives in the meaning ‘cemetery’: hot-va(y)r-k 
hot-vrd-i, etc. [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 45b]. 

As a component in place-names, see Hiibschmann 1904: 384; Jahukyan 1987: 
413. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. In Sué‘ava, Karin, Sebastia, Akn, Hacon, Ararat: with 
initial f-; in Van-group (Van xol, gen. xut-u [Acaryan 1952: 120, 276] vs. Moks xul, 
gen. xub°, pl. xutir [Orbeli 2002: 250]), Juta, Salmast, Marala, Svedia, Polis, 
Tigranakert, HamSen, T‘iflis, etc.: initial x-; in Larabat and Goris: v-. The rest: h- 
[HAB 3: 111b]. 

The x- in Van and adjacent dialects regularly comes from h-. In others: through 
assimilation /...7 > x...4 see e.g. Acaryan 1947: 51 and 2003: 411, for HamSen and 
Svedia, respectively. 
eETYM Since Meillet (1894: 154), connected with OCS polje, Russ. pole, etc. 
‘field’, Russ. pol m. ‘floor’, ORuss. pol» m. ‘foundation’, Russ. pólyj ‘open, bare, 
empty’, which are usually derived from PIE *pelh;- ‘wide and flat’, cf. Hitt. palhi- 
‘wide’, OHG feld ‘field’, Lat. palam ‘overt, publicly’ (on this word, see Schrijver 
1991: 209-210), planus ‘level, flat, plane, even’, Lith. plönas, Latv. plans ‘thin, flat’, 
Lith. ploti, Latv. plat ‘to flatten’, Sorbian plor ‘Ebene’, Sin. plan, f. plana ‘frei von 
Baumwuchs’, planja ‘offene, freie Fläche’, SCr. planina ‘Bergwald’ (< Slav. 
*pol-no-), etc.; see HAB 3: 109, 111; Pokorny 1959: 805; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 
1984, 2: 781; Saradzeva 1986: 19-20; Angela Della Volpe apud Mallory/Adams 
1997: 133b (OCS polje and Arm. hoi : “distantly related"), etc. For Arm. hot 
different protoforms have been assumed: *polo- [Jahukyan 1987: 143]; *pólnos, cf. 
Slavic [Klingenschmitt 1982: 165; Olsen 1999: 53, with rett *pdlh20s (Olsen, 
ibid.). 

Meillet (1894: 154), followed by Aéatyan (HAB), SaradZeva and Jahukyan 
(ibid.), connected also Arm. hol-an-i ‘uncovered, bare, naked’, verbal hol-an- ‘to 
bare’ (both Bible+), later hol-on-; see s.v. *hol(-an-)-. Olsen (1999: 310) considers 
holani to be etymologically unclear. 

As is clear from het : otn ‘foot’ (q.v.), PIE *p- yields Arm. h- when followed by 
*e and is lost before *o. This makes the etymology of ho? problematic. Discussing 
this phonological development, Pedersen (1906: 370 = 1982: 148) rejects Meillet’s 
etymology and suggests a connection with Lat. solum, -i n. “base, foundation; earth, 
ground, soil; sole of the foot or shoe'. Klingenschmitt (1982: 165) independently 
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suggests the same comparison, with a question mark. If the Latin comes from 
*sue/ol-, Arm. ho? cannot belong to it since *sy- would yield Arm. k‘- [HAB 3: 
111b; Olsen 1999: 53, 12]. 

The traditional etymology may be justified if one accepts the following 
explanation for the problem of Arm. h-. Lat. planus probably reflects an original 
*plh;-nó-, a no-adjective with a zero-grade root, whereas Lith. plonas and Latv. 
plans introduced full grade *pleh;- from the verbal forms [Mayrhofer 1987: 103, 
10373,; Schrijver 1991: 182, 357, 497]. The form *plh>-no- would yield Arm. 
*halan- as in haraw ‘south’, q.v. The absence of h- in alaw(s)unk ‘ ‘Pleiades’ (q.v.) 
may be analogical after y-(h)olov, q.v. Then Arm. *halan- and Sol ‘earth’ < 
*pol(hy/n)- may have become holan- and hof through mutual influences. Compare 
cases like ort‘ vs. dial. hort‘ ‘calf’, etc. (see 2.1.16.2). For holan-i cf. kend-an : 
kend-an-i ‘living, alive’. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 112a), Kurd. xo/(t) ‘soil, earth’ can be an old loan 
from Armenian. This is improbable. The Kurdish word rather belongs to the Iranian 
word for ‘ash’, for which see Blasing 2000: 43-44. 


holm, o-stem ‘wind’ (Bible+); also *hofmn, NPI hotmunk‘ frequently in Aristotle 
[NHB 2: 117c]; In view of the absence of compounds which would corroborate 
*hoimn, Acaryan (AéarHLPatm 2, 1951: 428) considers the -n to be secondary. 
eETYM Usually derived from PIE *h,onh mo-: Gr. &veuog m. "wmd, Lat. animus m. 
‘soul, mind, spirit? (< *anamo, cf. Osc. anamum-), etc. (see HAB 3: 112 with 
literature; *-nm- > -Im- through dissimilation, cf. nman ‘like’ > dial. /m-); see also 
Meillet 1936: 48; Pokorny 1959: 39; Mallory/Adams 1997: 82a (« *honm); 
Matzinger 2005: 20; de Vaan 2008: 43. The anlaut is problematic, however (Frisk 1: 
105; cf. Untermann 2000: 98). Kortlandt (1980b: 127) is inclined to disagree both 
with Ruijgh’s *A;onh;mos and with Beekes’ *hz,enh;mos and to posit *h2nh;emos. 
See also Schrijver (1991: 91, 311, and espec. 316-318, with thorough discussion). 
Kortlandt (ibid.) notes that “Arm. hofm is probably of non-IE origin". 

Beekes (1972: 129) points out that the etymology would imply *A;onh;mo-, and 
adds: “However, it would require a dissimilation nm > Im, which cannot be 
demonstrated elsewhere (though it cannot be refuted either by a case with -nm- 
preserved)". Schindler (1994: 397) derives holm from *h,onh mo-, and compares it 
with the case of hoviw ‘shepherd’ (q.v.). 

Van Windekens (1961: 547-548) links hołm with Toch. B on-olme ‘être vivant’ 
(on the latter, see Adams 1999: 115). For other etymologies, see Schmitt 1972: 26. 

One wonders if a contamination of *;onh;mo- with Skt. anila- m. “wind, air’ < 
*h»enh;-lo- (cf. Bugge 1892: 442) may have occurred. 


hoy ‘fright, fear’, independently only in 1 Maccabees 3.25, with synonymous ah 
‘fear’, together rendering Gr. gdfoc. According to a suggestion by Grigor Magistros 
(11^ cent), appellative for the masculine anthroponym Hoy (Hoy hrasakertn 
tesleamb), see AéafAnjn 3, 1946: 94. In compounds: hoy-a-kap ‘superb, 
wonderfoul, famous, praiseworthy’, with kapem ‘to tie, construct (Bible); 
hoy-anun ‘famous’, with anun ‘name’ (Book of Chries). 
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For the semantics of hoy-a-kap Aéatyan (HAB 3: 113a) compares ah-a-gin 
‘terrible; enormous’ from ah ‘fear, terror’. Note the use of ahagin and hoyakap side 
by side in Book of Chries. 

In T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent.) one frequently finds with an initial x- [NHB 1: 
961a], e.g. in 2.1 (V. Vardanyan 1985: 128^ transl. Thomson 1985: 146): xoyakap 
ew yakanawor k'ajamartut'eamb “with splendid and outstanding bravery, fought 
p e 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 113) considers the resemblance with Pers hoy, hiiy ‘fear, 
dread; breath; sigh; a word used in exciting attention’ (see Steingass 1519a; cf. also 
huyü‘ ‘fearing, being afraid’, op. cit. 1521b) to be accidental, noting that this word is 
an onomatopoeia or interjection, and leaves the origin of the Armenian word open. 
The Persian word, however, may be worth of consideration. 

Later, Ačatyan (1937: 4) expresses his surprise about the fact that PIE *poti-s 
*master, host, owner' is unknown only to Armenian, and sees its relic in the 
compound hoy-a-kap ‘superb’, with kapem ‘to tie, construct’, assuming an original 
meaning “bäti par un prince, princier”; cf. Germ. herr-lich. He (ibid.) points out that 
*hoy is the regular reflex of *poti-s. However, this is in conflict with otn ‘foot’ (vs. 
het ), ali-k‘ ‘wave’, etc.*' Furthermore, this etymology forces us to abandon the 
derivation of hoy-a-kap from hoy ‘fear’ (demonstrated by Aéaryan himself; see 
above), which seems improbable and unnecessary. 

Jahukyan (1967: 106, 1064) considers Aéafyan’s etymology as doubtful and 
connects hoy with hayim ‘to observe’ and, with reservation, with hi-anam ‘to 
admire’ (q.v.), deriving all from PIE *K"ei-: Skt. cay-/cáy- ‘to perceive; to observe’, 
Gr. go ‘to esteem, deeply respect’, etc. The connection with hi-anam is interesting 
(see s.v.), but the rest is improbable, particularly in view of h- and the vocalism. 

According to Olsen (1999: 960), hoy is a word of unknown origin. 

I propose a comparison with Lat. paved, pavi ‘to be frightened or terrified at’ 
(probably not related with Lat. pavio, -īre ‘to hit’), Olr. úath ‘fear’ < *pou-to-, 
Welsh ofn 'fear' « *pou-no- (see Schrijver 1991: 256, 446), although the type of 
derivation of the Armenian is difficult to establish. QIE *peu-t- would probably 
yield *hoyt‘. One may hypothetically assume that the deverbative *hoyt' lost its *-1‘- 
analogically after the unattested verb *huyem ‘to fear’ which can be interpreted as a 
*-je-present with zero-grade in the root, of the type Gr. Paivo ‘to go’ and Lat. venio 
‘to come; to go’ from *g"m-ie- (see also 2.2.6.1); thus: *pu-ie-mi > *huyem. 
Uncertain. 


hoyl, i-stem: GDPI Aoyl-i-c ' in Plato ‘group (of people, animals, etc.)’. 

Plato, Lewond, etc. As the second member of compounds: Hexaemeron+. Later 
also hol-, holon- ‘to collect, gather, assemble’. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 33 derives hoyl from PIE *p/h;- ‘full, abundant? 
(on which see s.v. yolov). Petersson (1916: 276-277) assumes the same for holem, 
but separates hoyl from hol- and compares it with Latv. pális "Haute, Herde’, etc. 
The separation of hoyl from hol- can hardly be accepted. Acaryan (HAB 3: 113-114) 
rejects these and other etymologies and leaves the origin open. 


*! Neither convincing are, as Meillet 1894: 153 points out, the attempts of deriving hay 
*Armenian' from the same *poti-s. 
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Olsen (1999: 778, 808) treats holonem ‘to collect, gather’ as a denominative from 
*p[h;no- ‘full’ not making any reference to ClArm. hoyl. This is improbable since 
holon- is a later and poorly attested derivation from ClArm. hoy/ ‘group’, and the 
assumed development (*-/h,;C- > Arm. -oloC-) is uncertain; see 2.1.20. 

Jahukyan (1987: 145) links with hewam, p c em. etc., reconstructing *peu(s)-I- 
for hoyl, cf. Lith. püslé ‘blister, bladder’, Russ. púxlyj ‘chubby, pump’, Skt. püsyati 
‘to thrive, flourish’, etc. 

The idea about PIE *p/h,- ‘full, abundant’ can be maintained only if one attempts 
a derivation from PIE feminine *p/A-u-ih;- (cf. Skt. f. pürvi- assuming a 
metathesis. Thus: *pelh;-u-ih;- > PArm. *helaw-i- > *hewl-i- > hoyl (i-stem); see 
also s.v. yolov. Uncertain. 


hoyn, i-stem: GDPI hun-i-c‘ (Grigor Magistros) ‘cornel, Cornus mas L.’ 
(Agat‘angetost+). Spelled also as hiwn (Grigor Magistros). For Galen, see Greppin 
1985: 56. 

In Agat'angelos § 644 (1909=1984: 330'*), hoyn is found in an enumeration of 
fruit-names, following nurn ‘pomegranate’ (the fruit) and ¢‘ut‘ ‘mulberry (the fruit)’. 
Thus, hoyn denotes the fruit rather than the tree. Lexicographers record hun-i, hon-i, 
hn-i, hon-eni ‘cornel-tree’ [Ali8an 1895: 268-269, 374; HAB 3: 114a]. Attested also 
in T‘ovma Kilikec‘i’s addendum to Asxarhac‘oyc‘ (Armenian Geography), as a 
product of Cilicia (A. Anasyan 1967: 283; Hewsen 1992: 323). Also *hiwn-i in the 
place-name Hiwneac ‘jor in Siwnik‘ (see Hübschmann 1904: 445). 
eDIAL Tiflis, Lazax hun, Goris, Larabat hün, Ararat fon, Hacon hin. The tree: 
Larabat húni, Ararat Gut, Hacon hn-an-i [HAB 3: 114a]. 

Haéon hin [Aéatyan 2003: 89, 324] could also be from hiwn, cf. jiwn ‘snow’ > 
Haéon j ‘in, etc. (see Aéaryan 2003: 87-88). Note that ClArm. *ho- regularly yields 
Haéon fə- [Ačařyan 2003: 106-107] or fue- (Gasparyan 1966: 41, 56). Two 
possibilities: (1) Hacon hin derives from *hiwn and therefore does not show the 
sound change ho- > fo-; (2) Hacen hin derives from hoyn, and the sound change ho- 
> fo-postdates the development of the diphthong -oy-. 

Hamsen oni ‘a kind of tree (= Russ. grab)’ is mentioned by Y. Muradean (1901: 
121). Russ. grab means ‘hornbeam (Carpinus betulus)’. I wonder if this Hamsen 
word reflects Arm. honi, with loss of the initial h- as in hacari ‘beech’ > azri. 
Phonologically this is not problematic, cf. kori > gori, mozi > məzi, ojil > 2c 'il, ozni 
> ozni, etc. 

The dialectal distribution (Cilicia, Hamsen, T‘iflis, Lori, Larabat) corroborates 
the botanic evidence (compare FlTurk 4, 1972: 539-541, 497M4, 549M7), 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 3: 114a. Jahukyan 1987 vacat. 

I propose to derive Arm. hoyn ‘cornel’ from PIE *Hos-eno- (or perhaps better: 
*Hh;es-eno-) ‘ash-tree’: Lat. ornus f. ‘mountain-ash’ < *öseno-, cf. Olr. uinnius 
‘ash-tree’ < *dsno-, Balto-Slavic *HoHs- ‘ash’: Lith. vosis, Russ. jasen’, etc. For 
references and a discussion of this tree-name, see s.v. haci ‘ash-tree’. A 
development *Hh;es-eno- > PArm. *hohéno- > *ho(h)ín(o) > hoyn is formally 
impeccable. If the ;-declension is old (which is uncertain), one might posit a QIE 
feminine *H/;es-en-ih;-. 

The semantic shift ‘ash’ > ‘cornel’ may be explained by functional and cultural 
similarities; compare Olc. askr m. ‘ash-tree; spear’, OHG asc m. ‘ash-tree; spear’, 
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OEngl. csc ‘ash-tree; spear’ on the one hand, and Gr. xpávov, n. ‘cornelian cherry’, 
xpáveia f. “cornelian cherry, Cornus mas’ also meaning ‘spear’, on the other. Note 
especially Aran ‘cornel; ash’ (late attestations; probably preserved in the dialect of 
Mus), which must be be compared with Gr. xpávoc, Hom. xpaveıa ‘comel’ as a 
Greek loan or a Mediterranean substratum word. For the semantic relationship, see 
also s.v. metex ‘handle of an axe’. 

If the form Aon (lexicographers and dialect of Ararat) is old, one may posit 
*Hh;os-n-V- (cf. the Celtic forms) > PArm. *ho(s)n-. 


hoviw, a-stem: GDSg hovu-i, GDPI hovu-a-c‘ (Bible+), IPl hovu-a-w-k‘ [Job 24.2, 
Cox 2006: 167] ‘shepherd’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in HamSen, Svedia, Mus, Van, Ararat, etc. [HAB 3: 118a]. In 
C‘arsanéag one finds hovig (ibid.; Batramyan 1960: 90a). 

In chapter 3 of the famous fairy-tale “Anahit” by L. Alayan (1979: 349'^5, the 
difference between hoviv and naxrc‘i is explained as follows: the hoviv pastures only 
goats and sheep, whereas the naxrc ‘i — everything. 
eETYM Since long (see HAB 3: 117-118), derived from *hzeui-peh>-, a compound of 
PIE *h3eui- ‘sheep’ (cf. Skt. avi-, Luw. haui-, Gr. óig, óioc and oiog ’sheep’, Lat. 
ovis, etc.) and *peh»(s)- ‘to protect, pasture’ (cf. OCS pasti ‘to pasture’, Lat. pasco 
‘to pasture’, Hitt. pahs- ‘to protect’, etc.). For the compound, cf. Skt. go-pá- m. 
‘herdsman’ < ‘*cowherd’ (Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 499-500), avi-pald- 
‘shepherd’, perhaps also *hawt-ai (q.v.). 

Alhough much debated, the etymology cannot be abandoned. Schindler (1994: 
397) reconstructs strong *A;óui- vs. weak *hzaui- (acrostatic), deriving Toch. B 
a(,)w, awi ‘ewe’ from the latter form, and for the Armenian h- comparing the case of 
hotm ‘wind’ (q.v.). On Toch. B a(,)w ‘ewe’ and eye ‘sheep’, see Adams 1999: 35, 
92; Kim 2000. 

The vocalism of hoviw is in contrast with the rule according to which *o in initial 
*Ho-, *so-, po- becomes a in open syllables unless in was followed by a syllable 
containing another *o (see 2.1.3). Kortlandt (1983: 10 — 2003: 40; see also Beekes 
2003: 157) adds another condition: unless it was followed by the reflex of *w, as 
examples noting hoviw ‘shepherd’ and loganam ‘to bathe’. Jahukyan (1990a: 5) 
assumes an influence of the once-existing word *hovi- ‘sheep’ from *houiyo-. 
However, the PIE word is represented in the form */;euis and there are no cognates 
which would point to */15eui-o-. If Jahukyan means the genitive form, neither this 
solves the problem since, in either cases, PIE *-y- would yield Arm. -g-. 

The paradigm of the Armenian word for 'sheep' should be reconstructed as 
follows: nom. *how (orthographically: *hov), gen. *hogi. It seems therefore more 
natural to assume that the -w- was restored analogically after Arm. *how- ‘sheep’ 
(on which see also Kortlandt 1993: 10 — 2003: 102) before this ceased to exist. 
Alternatively: *w > *g was blocked by assimilatory influence of the w in the 
following syllable. For *h3e- > Arm. ho-, with h- as the reflex of the PIE laryngeal, 
see Kortlandt 1983: 12 (= 2003: 42); Beekes 1985: 82; 2003: 183; Lubotsky 1988: 
29; 1990: 130; Schrijver 1991: 50; see also 2.1.16.1. For Anatolian, dissimilation of 
labiality has been assumed [Lindeman 1990]. 
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hot, o-stem ‘smell, odour’ (Bible+); hotim ‘to smell’ (Bible+); also redupl. hotot- ‘id.’ 
(Bible). As pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 3: 118a), both in ClArm. and dialects, 
except for the dialect of Polis where the meaning is generic, the verb hotim refers to 
the bad smell. On the verbal morphology, see Meillet 1916f: 175. On the noun hot, 
see below. 
eDIAL The noun is ubiquitous in the dialects, in the generic sense ‘odour (pleasant or 
unpleasant)’. Hamsen he(a)d refers to ‘bad smell’, opposed to ham ‘pleasant odour’ 
< ham (q.v.); see HAB 3: 118b; Aëatvan 1947: 240-241. On the semantics of the 
verb, see below. 
eETYM Since NHB (1: 123b), connected with Gr. dduy ‘smell’, Lat. odor, odoris m. 
*smell, scent, odour; perfume’, etc. [HAB 3: 118; Hübschmann 1897: 468]. Earlier, 
Hübschmann (1883: 39) considered the etymology "fraglich" because of the initial 
h-, pointing out that one expects *or. It has been assumed that Arm. ho- reflects PIE 
*h3e- in contrast with *Ho- > o-; see Kortlandt 1980b: 128; 2003 (<1983+): 42, 55, 
73; Schrijver 1991: 48-49, 50; Beekes 2003: 183). See also 2.1.3. 

It has been suggested that Arm. hot (o-stem) reflects an original s-stem seen in 
Lat. odor, odös [Meillet 1894: 54; Hübschmann 1897: 468; Kortlandt 1980b: 128; 
Schrijver 1991: 48; Olsen 1999: 47]. This would be possible if the Latin was 
originally neuter (see Olsen 1999: 4795). A neuter s-stem would corroborate the 
e-vocalism (see Kortlandt 2003: 55; Beekes 2003: 183). 

Redupl. hot-(h)ot-: In a paper where he rejects the IE background of Armenian 
reduplication, Greppin (1981b: 6) notes: “hototim is probably derived in the 
preliterate period from the noun hot. Otherwise we would expect *hohotim”. 
However, here we are dealing with the full rather than partial reduplication; cf. Gr. 
ddaon f. ‘smell’ derived from the perfect. Thus: *hot-(h)ot- > hotot-. See also 2.3.2. 


hor, i-stem ‘son-in-law, daughter's husband’, twice in a homily by Philo: NPI hor-k‘ 
and GDP! hor-i-c ‘ (for the passage, see NHB 2: 124a; HAB 3: 119b). 
eETYM No acceptable etymology in HAB 3: 119b. 

Jahukyan (1987: 146, 259, 436) hesitantly derives hor from the PIE reflexive 
pronoun *s(e)ue- (Arm. iwr) and posits a QIE *souo-ro-. This 1s uncertain. 

Recently, the word has been derived from IE *sio(u)ro-, cf. Skt. syala- m. *wife's 
brother’ and OCS sure, Surinv *wife's brother’ [Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 
84-85, 85b; Mallory/Adams 2006: 215, 217]. For a discussion of this Indo-Slavic 
correspondence, see Pokorny 1959: 915; Szemerenyi 1977: 94, 198; Gamkrelidze/ 
Ivanov 1984, 2: 761, = 1995, 1: 66335; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 782. This 
etymology is semantically attractive, but formal details are unclear. 


hruandan a-stem in NHB 1: 143b, but without evidence ‘rocky sea-shore’ (Book of 
Chries), ‘an open balcony’ (Zak‘aria Sarkawag/K ‘anak‘erc‘i, 17" cent.). 
eETYM Glossing the word as hrajew gahawandk' i covap'uns, NHB (1: 143b) 
suggests a derivation of hur ‘fire’, which is improbable. Ataryan (HAB 3: 138a) 
does not accept the connection with Pers. farvan "upper floor’ and leaves the origin 
of hruandan open. He also notes that the resemblance with Gr. zp@v m. ‘protruding 
rocks, mountaintop' and Skt. pravaná- *abfallend, geneigt, abschüssig 1s accidental. 
According to Karst (see M. Muradyan 1972: 281b), borrowed from Pers. faravand. 
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The meaning of faravand or farvand(a) is “the bar of a door’ (Steingass). L. 
Hovhannisyan (1990: 267b) places hruandan in his list of Iranian loans. 

S. Petrosyan (1979: 54; 1981: 84-85; cf. S. Harut'yunyan 2000: 104-105, also 
mentioning Gr. zp@®v, on which see above) suggests a connection with the 
mountain-name Aruandu (in Media) and derives both from PIE *peru-n-to-, cf. Skt. 
párvata- ‘rocky, rugged; (m.) mountain, mountain-range’ (RV+), YAv. pauruuata- 
f. ‘mountain-range’, etc. This is phonologically improbable; one rather expects 
*hergan(d). 

Given the shape of the word, the Iranian origin is very probable (see also 
Jahukyan 1987: 558), although the details are not clear. A theoretical *fr(a)wan- 
‘rock’ (cf. the above-mentioned Gr. zpov, etc.) is thinkable. If one starts with the 
meaning ‘balkony’, one may assume an Iranian formation with the prefix *fra- and 
b/wand- ‘to bind, weave’, borrowed into Arm. vand(an)ak ‘net, basket, cage‘, and, 
especially, ‘upper floor, terrace’. Note also Goris and Larabat caravand ‘thick beams 
of the ceiling’, which probably derives from *(aw)car-a-wand, see 2.1.33.2. A trace 
of Iran. *fra-band- may be found in EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 71. For a designation 
of an upper construction in a house based upon a pillar as containing the prefix ‘at, 
by, for, before’ cf. YAv. fra-skamba- m. ‘porch’ next to Skt. skambhá- m. ‘prop, 
support, pillar (RV+) and Arm. pat-sgam *balcony' (borrowed from Iranian, cf. 
MPers. pdy-skmb ‘space’, NPers. pa-skam ‘sommer-house’), as well as Arm. 
ara-stat ‘ceiling’ < *‘at/on the pillar’ (q.v.). 


hu ‘purulent blood’; hapax, in Mxit'ar Herac‘i, 125 century: Apa t'e iwr eut'iwnn 
awiri, na herje zeraksn ew i yandam min vat'i, hu ew Saraw Encayi iwrmen (see 
HAB 3: 120b; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 48b). 
eETYM Since Müller 1890: 4, compared with Skt. püya- ‘pus’, püti- (AV) ‘stinking, 
putrid’, Gr. zvoc n. ‘purulence’, Lat. püs, püris n. ‘pus’, püteö ‘to rot’, Lith. püti ‘to 
rot, etc. This etymology is accepted by Hübschmann (1897: 468). However, 
Acaryan (1897a: 169b; 1898b: 371b; HAB 3: 120-121) considers Arm. hu a loan 
from Pers. ha ‘pus’ (cf. Kurd. heu “gangrene’). 

Hübschmann (1899: 45, and p.c. apud HAB 3: 121a) agreed with Acaryan and 
revised his opinion. This revision has generally remained unnoticed by scholars (see 
Pokorny 1959: 849; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 547a; Solta 1960: 174; Schrijver 1991: 
534; Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 471; Olsen 1999: 91355; Meissner 2006: 64- 
65), with the exception of Clackson (1994: 45). If the Persian and Kurdish words do 
not have an acceptable etymology, one might assume that they are borrowed from 
Armenian, and that the latter is of native origin. 


hum (o-stem in NHB 2: 124b without evidence) ‘raw, uncooked’ (Bible+). 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 122a]. 

eETYM Connected with Gr. &uog ‘raw, uncooked’ (already in NHB 2: 124b), Skt. 
amá- ‘raw, uncooked’, Khot. hama- ‘raw, unbaked, uncooked’, Sogd. x’m, NPers. 
xam ‘raw’, Olr. om ‘raw, MWelsh of ‘id.’, etc. Hübschmann 1897: 468 (earlier, 
1883: 39, he was sceptical about the etymology because of the Armenian initial h-); 
HAB 3: 121-123; Pokorny 1959: 777; Bailey 1979: 477b; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 
1992: 170; Mallory/Adams 1997: 478a; Olsen 1999: 195. 
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The assumption that PArm. *um took the initial h- from Iranian (Meillet 1919: 
187; cf. HAB 3: 121b) is not compelling. We can rather assume a reflex of the PIE 
laryngeal. One reconstructs PIE */;eh;-mo- or *h;eH-mo- (for a discussion, see 
Kortlandt 1983: 12; 1986: 43 — 2003: 42, 73; Schrijver 1991: 77, 347-348, 350-351; 
1995: 39; Beekes 2003: 183). 


hun (i-stem: GDSg hun-i or hn-i in NHB 2: 124b without testimony; AblSg i hn-e 
attested in Dawit‘ Anyalt* precludes an o-declension; see further Olsen 1999: 194 
and foot-notes) ‘ford, shallow’ (Genesis 32.22/23 and Joshua 2.7 rendering Gr. 
óiáfaocic, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Zgon/Afrahat, etc.), adj. ‘shallow’ (T‘ovmay Arcruni 3.8), 
*passage, way’ (Evagrius of Pontus, Dawit‘ Anyalt', Book of Chries), ‘opening, gap’ 
(P‘awstos Buzand 3.1, see below); 

an-hun, i-stem: anhn-i-c‘ (Dawit‘ Anyalt‘), loc. anhn-i (Porphyry, Dawit‘ 
Anyalt‘); also GDPI anhun-c' (Dawit‘ Anyalt‘) ‘unfordable, impassable, 
inaccessible; bottomless; broad, wide; infinite, endless, countless’ (Amos 5.24 
rendering Gr. &ßarosg, Agat'angelos, Movsés Xorenac‘i, John Chrysostom, Ephrem, 
Lewond, Anania Narekac‘i, etc.) adv. ‘infinitely, limitlessly, without restraint’ 
(Movses Xorenac‘i 3.63, see below). 

The two Biblical attestations of hun are found in: 

Genesis 32.22/23 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 299): Ew yaruc 'eal i nmin giseri ar zerkus 
kanaysn ew zerkus alaxnaysn ew zmetasan ordis iwr ew anc' and hunn Yobokay : 
&vaotàg ó& THY vixta éxelvyny éAafev Tag ÖVo yovaikag Kal Tag OVO zouólokag Kai tà 
&vóeka nauta aùtoð Kai Óiéfir THY diaßaoıv Tod Iaßor. 

Joshua 2.7: zcanaparhn Yordananu i hunn “the way of Jordan through the ford" : 
óðòv mv émi tod lopóávoo émi rag Öraßaosıs. Compare hunn Yordanan getoy in 
Zgon/Afrahat [NHB 2: 124b]. 

The word occurs in Seb&os (7^ cent.) several times [G. Xaé‘atryan 2004: 284 
s.v.], very clearly referring to ‘ford, a shallow place in a river where it can be 
crossed’. In Chapter 17 (XaC‘atryan/Ehazaryan 2005: 96; Chapter 3.7 in 1851: 84; 
transl. Thomson 1999: 35): i bac' ankec 'in zkamurjn ew amrac 'ealk' yanjukn pahein 
zteli kamrjin. Kayin ar getezerbn ew xorhein, t'e zinc‘ arzan e arnel. Ew ibrew oc‘ 
gtin hun, <...>, asen nma: "C'óyc' mez zhun getoys, apa t'e oč‘ spanc‘uk‘ zk‘ez”. 
Ew nora areal zzawrn, ec 'oyc' zhunn i nerk'oy and : “They destroyed the bridge, 
and posted themselves at the defile to defend the site of the bridge. They [the 
Greeks] stopped at the river-bank and pondered what they should do. Since they did 
not find a ford, <...>, said to him: ‘Show us the ford over the river, otherwise we 
shall kill you’. He led the army and pointed out the ford below”. 

Two more attestations in Sebeos, Chapter 38 (Xat‘atryan/Ehazaryan 2005: 
174-3. 176-77 transl. Thomson 1999: 82, 83): anc‘ané and hun getoyn Erasxay, 
yawann Vrnjunis ew banakin yandastans nora "he crossed the ford of the Araxes 
river at the town of Vrnjunik* and camped in its fields"; anc 'eal and Širak hasane i 
hun getoyn Erasxay, ew anc‘ and getawn ar Vardanakertawn awanaw “Passing 
through Shirak, he reached the ford of the Araxes river; having crossed the river by 
the town of Vardanakert". 

In Chapter 2 of the 8" century History of Lewond (NHB 2: 124b): anc ‘uc ‘anéin 
and getn Erasx, and hunn Jutayu “they made them cross the River Erasx (Araxes) 
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through the ford of Jula”. Arzoumanian (1982: 50) translates hun as ‘strait’. For a 
ModArm. translation of this passage, see Ter-Lewondyan 1982: 20. 

The adjectival meaning ‘shallow’ is attested in T‘ovmay Arcruni 3.8, 9-10" cent. 
(V. Vardanyan 1985: 260; transl. Thomson 1985: 232): Ew e zi i nurb ew i hun 
telis jurc'n ankeal, i nmin xreal kan ansarz, ew diwraw ankanic 'i i jers orsordac' : 
"And it happens that collapsing in narrow and shallow places in the water one may 
remain stuck there immobilised, and easily fall into the hands of hunters". 

Arnc/joy hun and Evanakac‘ hun, villages in Gelark'unik', in the province of 
Siwnik‘, attested in Step'anos Orbelean (A. A. Abrahamyan 1986: 397ab; see 
Hübschmann 1904: 384, 402, 426). The meaning ‘opening, gap’ is attested in 
P‘awstos Buzand 3.1 (1883-1984: 5-25; Bayc‘ zi mí i miji meroy patmut'eans 
andhat erewesc ‘i hun mi, nsanakec 'ak'; zor orinak aliws mi kargac i mej ormoyn 
Sinuacoy, i katarumn bovandakut'ean “But, lest a gap appear in the midst of our 
narrative, we have noted [it], as a brick is set in the wall of a structure for the 
completion of the whole” (Garsoian 1989: 67, see also 219; cf. Malxasyanc‘ 1987: 
13). 

The derivative an-hun ‘unfordable, impassable; bottomless, broad; infinite, 
endless, limitless’ is first attested in Amos 5.24: ibrew zhelet anhun óc yeiuáppovg 
Opatos. 

A number of attestations are to be found in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.4, 1.10, 3.63 
(1913=1991: LAT 32120, 346! transl. Thomson 1978: 71, 85, 339): <...>, zugeal 
hamemate anhun t‘woc‘ ararkut'eanc e or i hawasarel Esmartut‘eann “<...>, could 
he make them equal to the limitless numbers of these proposals"; i mej bazmakoyt 
skayic 'n, anhun xölac‘ ew uzaworac‘ “amid the multitude of infinitely ferocious and 
strong giants”; anhun sksaw ofotanel yanarak c'ankut'iwns, minc'ew tattkanal i 
nmane amenayn naxararac'n "begun to plunge without restraint into licentious 
pleasures to the extent that all the princes became disgusted with him" (in the last 
attestation anhun is taken as an adverb, ‘infinitely, limitlessly, without restraint"). 

In Book of Chries 8.7.2: covu anhun lineloy cancati anbaz ew vimac' : “Tak Kak 
Mope 6esjonno, JINIIeHO Mezeii u ckan” (G. Muradyan 1993: 200"; transl. 2000: 
189); for genetivus absolutus here, see G. Muradyan 1993: 309106. 

In later literature we find hun-awor ‘limited, having a limit’, in contrast with an- 
hun ‘limitless’ (Oskip‘orik, see NHB 2: 124c). 
eDIAL Aéaryan (HAB 3: 123a) records an independent hun, with unspecified 
semantics, in Mus and Bulanox. Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan (1958: 262b) glosses 
Mu$ hun as geti hun ‘ford of a river’ (or perhaps ‘riverbed’). She also ascribes a 
meaning ‘voice, sound’ found only in the expression hun u mun c'ka “there is no 
information (about smb. or smth.)". This is rather reminiscent of hun(k‘)-u-bun(k ‘), 
on which see below. 

According to Eli$e Melik'ean (1964: 510b), Xnus-Bulansx hun refers to ‘ford, 
shallow of a river’. Note also the compound naxr-hun ‘ford for cattle, herd’ in 
Melik‘ean 1964: 293?* hasank‘ getap‘a ew naxrhunén geta anc‘nelov mtank‘ 
K'arablurneru méi : “we reached the river-bank and, crossing the river through the 
cattle-ford, entered the *Stone-hills"". 
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The meaning ‘ford’ is also present in Akn. According to Canikean (1895: 31), 
here they say that the river Ep‘rat-Euphrates has a ford (hun uni) in the vicinity of 
Erez. 

In Modern Armenian one finds the meanings ‘ford, shallow’, "bottom of the sea, 
lake or river’, ‘riverbed’, ‘dried riverbed’, ‘way, direction, course’ [Malxaseanc‘ 
HBB 3: 137b; Atayan 1976, 1: 910c]. The meaning ‘ford, shallow’ is seen e.g. in the 
proverb Huna c'gitc'ac geta mtnel “To enter the river not knowing the ford” 
[Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 137b]. 

The meaning ‘way, direction, course’ is particularly seen in phrases such as huni 
mej dnel ‘to put into the right order or course, to give an adequate course or 
direction’, huni mej anknel ‘to fall onto the right direction, to begin with an ordered 
work’, hunic ' hanel ‘to take out of the right order’, etc. [HayLezDarjBar 1975: 374]. 

Tiflis hunk‘-u-bunk‘, Ararat hunk‘ u b'unk', Širak unn u b‘una, Van un-bun, 
Lazax unk -u-bunk', ‘the essence of something, all the details of a deed; the entire 
tribe and origin of somebody’ [Amatuni 1912: 405; Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 179°; 
HAB 1: 484b; 3: 123a]. 

The derivative an-hun ‘unfordable; bottomless; endless(ly)’ is found in a late 
medieval folk-song (Abelyan 1940: 111"): 

Im barjragnay lusin, 

Yu’r kert‘as giserod anhun. 

Literal translation: “My high-going moon, where are you going at that 

limitless/deep night?". 
This word is represented in the dialects mostly with an unclear medial -a-: Dersim 
anahun [Batramyan 1960: 73a], Xarberd anahun ‘bottomless (sea), Aparan, 
Bulanox ‘limitless (God) [HAB 3: 123a], Širak anahun ‘large, wide, broad, 
limitless’ [Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 306; Amatuni 1912: 29b]. Here hun displays the 
meanings ‘bottom’ and “limit, border, end, top’, the latter being present in Sebastia, 
particularly in expressions such as huna garun hanel “to accomplish, fulfil smth.” 
(see Gabikean 1952: 350), lit. “to make the end/top of a work to springtime”; cf. Van 
xun xanel < hun hanel ‘to supplement, accomplish’ [Aéafyan 1952: 276]. See also in 
what follows. 

Akn, Ewdokia, Mu’, C‘enkiler-Nikomidia hun elnel ‘to vanquish, surmount’, 
Ewdokia hun-avor-il, Sebastia hn-avor-il (according to Gabikean 1952: 350, 
hunavoril) ‘id.’, Van *hun-awor-uil ‘to settle, establish a dwelling, settlement’ 
[Aéafean 1913: 673a; HAB 3: 123a], cf. Van *hnaworuil ‘to cope with everybody’ 
HAB 3: 105a, s.v. Anar ‘means’ (perhaps contamination; cf. anhun anhnarin in 
Ephrem, NHB 1: 188c). 

Comparable dial. (¢mk.) forms are recorded in NHB 2: 124bc: hun-awor ‘limited, 
having a limit or border’ in contrast with an-hun ‘limitless’ (Oskip‘orik), and a dial. 
phrase i hun elanel ‘to cope with, succeed in’ (124bc) with two illustrations from the 
same source, viz. Oskip‘orik: mard het lezuani knoj oc‘ elané i hun “one cannot 
cope with a quarrelsome woman”; brnut'eamb ban i hun c'elane “one cannot 
succeed by force”. The former illustration is similar to that from the fables of Vardan 
Aygekc‘i (see MijHayBar 2, 1992: 49b). 
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eSEMANTICS The basic meaning ‘ford’, that is ‘a shallow place in a river where it 
can be crossed', is securely attested in the literature since the Bible and has been 
preserved in the dialects. All the other meanings are derivable from this meaning. 

The derivative an-hun ‘bottomless’ implies that hun refers also to ‘bottom of the 
sea or river’; for the semantic development cf. Lat. vadum 'shallow, ford’, "bottom 
of the sea’. Hence we arrive at ‘bottom, base’, which is clearly seen in dial. hun-k - 
u-bun-k‘ ‘the essence of something, all the details of a deed; the entire family/tribe 
and origin of somebody', with bun 'stem of a tree, base, bottom, origin, army- 
settlement’ as the second member. The basic meaning of the compound is thus 
"bottom and base’. A clear semantic parallel to this is dial. *azg-u-tak ‘the entire 
family, tribe’, lit. ‘tribe and bottom’, with tak “bottom, base, root, tribe’ (see HAB 1: 
85a; 4: 360). A meaning ‘settlement’ is seen in Van *hun-awor-uil ‘to settle, 
establish a settlement’. 

The second meaning of an-hun, viz. ‘endless, limitless’, implies a semantic 
development ‘bottom’ > ‘limit, border, end’, ‘top’. The latter meaning may also be 
seen in dialectal expressions such as hun elnel ‘to vanquish, surmount’, which is to 
be understood as ‘to come up to the top’; typologically compare dial. glux elnel ‘to 
succeed; to vanquish, surmount’, lit. ‘to come up to the top, head’ (Aéarean 1913: 
238), glux hanel/berel ‘to cope with, successfully accomplish’, lit. ‘to take/bring to 
the top/head’ (Amatuni 1912: 138ab). Note also hun-awor ‘limited, having a limit or 
border’. 

The phrase i hun elanel ‘to cope with, succeed in’ may be understood as ‘to come 
up to the top, to a successful accomplishment’. On the other hand it may imply an 
underlying meaning ‘way, manner’, compare dial. yola gnal/ert‘al ‘to cope in a way’ 
vs. yol ‘way, road’ from Turk. yol ‘way; manner’ (see Aëatean 1902: 251; 
HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 117); cf. also Engl. way ‘way, road’ : “way, manner’. 
eETYM Since long (Meillet 1892: 161; Bugge 1893: 71-72; Hübschmann 1897: 468- 
469, etc., see HAB 3: 123a; Pokorny 1959: 809; Godel 1975: 75; Polomé 1980: 26; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 27b, 202a, 487b), connected with Skt. panthas, AccSg 
pantham, GAbISg pathas, LSg pathi, NPI panthäs, AP| pathás (RV+) ‘road, path, 
course’, OAv. AblSg pao, LocSg paidi, APl pado, GPl pavgm, IPl padabis, YAv. 
pantā, ISg paóa, OPers. AccSg pim ‘road’, Khot. pande ‘road, path’, MPers., 
NPers. pand ‘path; counsel, advice’, Gr. zato¢ m. ‘road’, zóvrog m. ‘sea’, Lat. pons, 
pontis m. “bridge across a river or sim.; plank, etc., bridging the gap between 
buildings, walls, and the like, gangway; platform, floor, deck’, OCS pote m. ‘road’, 
OPr. pintis ‘road’, etc. 

The PIE word was a hysterodynamic h,-stem: NSg *pont-eh)-s, GSg *pnt-h;-ós. 
The -th- in Sanskrit has been generalized from the oblique cases (see Beekes 1972a: 
32; 1989a; 1995: 181; Schrijver 1991: 371-372; with *-h>-: Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 81-83, with rich literature; Mayrhofer 2005: 120; cf. Lehmann 1952: 80). For 
different explanations of the voiceless aspirate, see Szemerenyi 1996: 168; Elbourne 
2000: 3, 14, 16, 20-25. 

In view of the initial h- we have to assume that the development *po- > Arm. o- 
(cf. otn vs. het ‘foot, trace’) was posterior to *-oN- > -uN-, see Kortlandt 1983: 10 = 
2003: 40; Olsen 1999: 202 and 20233; Beekes 2003: 171. It is remarkable that 
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Kartvelian languages (Georg. p"oni, etc., see HAB 3: 123a)? have borrowed the 
Armenian word at a very old period, having preserved PArm. *fon- (see Vogt 1958: 
157; Aghayan 1985: 24; cf. Matzinger 2005: 26135). 

The absence of a reflex of PIE *-t- in Armenian is much debated; see Olsen 1989; 
Clackson 1994: 56; Beekes 2003: 173-174. A derivation of hun, i-stem (NB no 
evidence for the declension class) from *pont-i- beside Lat. pons, pontis and OCS 
poto (see e.g. Alabekyan 1979: 53) 1s uncertain. Note that the Latin form has been 
derived from *-eh,-. It is possible to derive Arm. hun from analogical *pont-HV- (> 
*pont'-), with generalization of the oblique stem exactly like in Sanskrit, assuming 
that the aspirated dental dropped after a nasal (see Pisani 1941-42: 269; Meillet 
1936: 36; Olsen 1984: 115; 1999: 194-195, 67729, 770). This is perhaps confirmed 
by *-komtH > Arm. -sun (in ere-sun ‘thirty’, etc.). For a discussion, see Ravnzes 
1991: 53-54, 55, 149), 17945; Viredaz 2005: 91-92, 97. 

The variety of meanings represented by cognate forms and the semantic nuances 
of Skt. panthä- point to an original meaning ‘tortuous path, forcing, forced crossing, 
traverse or passage by/into an unknown and/or hostile spot' (see Benveniste 1954: 
256-257; cf. SaradZeva 1986: 115-116). Mallory/Adams 2006: 250 posits ‘(untraced) 
path’. The PIE word has been regarded as a derivative of a verb *pent- ‘to find one's 
way’ (see Benveniste ibid.; Bammesberger 1971: 48, 48,5; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
202a). 


*hur- prob. 'gilded, adorned by gems, linked together in a series, encrusted, 
embroidered’ or the like (rather than ‘hem of a skirt, lap’, as in HAB 3: 124-125), 
only in compounds with oski ‘gold’ and margarit ‘pearl’: oske-hur, oske-hurn 
*gilded, adorned with gold' said of garment, coat, silk, cover, collar, tassels, etc. 
(Bible, Lazar P'arpec'i, Ehsé, John Chrysostom, Ephrem, Philo, Hesychius of 
Jerusalem, etc.), margart-a-hurn ‘adorned with pearls’ (Paterica). 

@DIAL No dialectal record in HAB 3: 124-125. 

According to Lusenc‘ 1982: 152-153, 221b, 229b, here belong Ares Aur ‘bracelet’ 
and oskiyahur. The latter obviously continues the Classical Armenian compound 
oskehur(n) « *oski-a-hur(n), with secondary restoration of the conjunction -a-. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 3: 124-125. See s.v. yerum ‘to tie, fasten or join 
together, link together in a series, string together, put around (said of gems, etc.)’. 


hur (singulative), o-stem: gen.-dat. hr-o-y, instr. hr-o-v (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 898-901), cf. instr. hur-b (a few attestations in the Bible) ‘fire’ 
(Bible); hr-at, GSg hrat-i (Eusebius of Caesarea, Socrates, Aristakes Lastivertc‘i) 
‘camp-fire’ (Bible), ‘the planet Mars’ (Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.). 
eDIAL Mostly preserved in derivatives, phrases and sayings [HAB 3: 126]. 
Independently present in T‘iflis hur, Polis hur-k‘ “burning pain of wound’, Ewdokia, 
Akn, Ararat, Lazax hur-k‘ 'reflex of fire’ [HAB 3: 126], Sebastia hur-k‘ 
"inflammation; passion; fever' [Gabikean 1952: 351]. The suffix -at in Ararat, 
Larabat redupl. hur-hr-at- ‘shining’ is reminiscent of ClArm. hr-at ‘camp-fire’. 


e According to Hübschmann (1897: 397), the resemblance is accidental. 
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eETYM Since Hübschmann 1881: 176-177 and 1897: 469," the singulative hur and 
oblique *hun- ‘fire’ (in hn-oc‘ ‘oven, furnace’, q.v.) are derived from the PIE 
heteroclitic PD neuter *péh;-ur, *ph;-uén-s ‘fire’: Hitt. pahhur, GSg pahhuenas 
‘fire’, Gr. ip, mbpdc n. ‘fire’, zup-a, Ion. -ý f. ‘fireplace, pyre’, OHG fuir, Goth. fon, 
OPr. panno ‘fire’, etc., see HAB 3: 106, 125-126; Pokorny 1959: 828; Beekes apud 
Mallory/ Adams 1997: 202b. For a morphological and etymological discussion of 
the PIE word, see Rix 1992: 126-127; Beekes 1995: 187; Lindeman 1997: 108-110; 
Kloekhorst 2008: 613. 

Also Germanic languages have preserved both stems, cf. Olc. fürr, fyrr m. ‘fire’, 
OHG fuir, German Feuer, etc. beside Goth. fon < *puon, gen. funins ‘fire’, Olc. funi 
m. ‘fire’, OHG funcho ‘spark’, German Funke ‘spark’ (see Lehmann 1986: 120; K. 
Schmidt 1987: 45,3; Matzinger 2005: 61). For a discussion of the Germanic material 
and, in particular, of the etymology of Funke ‘spark’, see Beekes 1996a. 

For a discussion of the generalized NAccSg form in *-r (cf. Gr. zóp, z0pdc ‘fire’, 
Rix 1992: 126-127) and the transfer of the Armenian singulative Aur into the o- 
declension (note Arm. older instr. hur-b vs. widely attested thematic hr-o-v), for the 
old oblique plural *hun- and for hn-oc‘ based on this *hun- and other related 
problems, see Meillet 1920: 250-251; 1936: 82-83; Godel 1975: 97; Schmitt 1981: 
Sh Jahukyan 1982: 101, 121; K. Schmidt 1987: 37-38; Clackson 1994: 45, 97; 
Olsen 1999: 48-49, 49102, 533-536; Matzinger 2005: 21107, 61, 81364- 
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jag, u-stem: GDPI jag-u-c‘ (Bible) ‘youngling, nestling’ (Bible+), ‘a little bird, 
sparrow’ (Job 40.29 [Cox 2006: 260] and Luke 12.6-7, rendering Gr. dimin. 
otpovviov); MidArm. ‘bird; child’ (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 55a). 

MidArm. aner-jag ‘brother-in-law, wife's brother’ [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 52a], lit. 
*father-in-law's youngling’. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 142a]. Beside the basic meaning 
*youngling, nestling’, the word appears with a number of semantic nuances: Svedia 
‘bird’ [Andreasyan 1967: 160, 250]; Ewdokia ‘bird’ [Gabikean 1952: 354-355]; 
Xnus-Bulanox jag generic term for ‘child, young’ said of people, animals and birds 
[Melik'ean 1964: 511a]; Xotorjur pl.-coll. jagus [YuSamXotorj 1964: 479b], 
probably from a frozen accusative jag-oy-s. 

For dialectal evidence of MidArm. aner-jag “brother-in-law, wife's brother’ cf. 
e.g. Moks änercäk”, gen. änercäk”-u *nrypuH, chm Tecta’ [Orbeli 2002: 202]; 
further, see s.v. aner ‘father-in-law, wife's father’. 

Sivri-Hisar jgnil < *jag-n-il ‘to bear a youngling’ [PtmSivHisHay 1965: 468a]. 
eETYM Connected with Alb. zog *bird of small species; young animal; nestling’, 
probably also ManMPers. and ManParth. zhg [zahag] ‘offspring, progeny; child’ 
(Boyce 1977: 104), Pahl. zhk, z'hk [zahag], NPers. zah ‘child, offspring’ 
(MacKenzie 1971: 97), see HAB 3: 141-142 for early references; further, Pedersen 


83 The etymology of hur has been suggested by Brosset, Windischmann, Müller et al., see 
HAB 3: 125-126 for references; see also de Lagarde 1854: 111190, 590504 
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1900: 341; 1906: 454 — 1982: 2, 232; Pokorny 1959: 409 (Iranian loanword); 
Kortlandt 1986: 40 — 2003: 70; Demiraj 1997: 429-430; Olsen 1999: 110-111. 
Perhaps a substratum word of the shape *g"äg”- or the like. 


jagar, a-stem according to NHB 2: 144c, but without evidence ‘funnel’; attested in 
Agat‘angetos $ 109 (1909-1980: 657); for the passage, see s.v. tik ‘winebag’. In 
"Carontir": Jagar edin i beran nora "They put a funnel into his mouth". 
eDIAL Preserved in a number of ka-dialects [HAB 3: 142b]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 142. 

Jahukyan (1987: 128) derives jagar from PIE *g"eu- ‘to pour’, see s.v.v. jew, 
Joyl. For the semantics, cf. e.g. Lat. in-fundibulum ‘a funnel for pouring liquids" 
from in-fundo ‘to pour in’, Gr. yóravoc, yov ‘smelting furnace, funnel’, all based 
on the same *g”eu- ‘to pour’. Arm. jagar may be derived from PArm. *jawar- < 
*jaw-arV- or *jow-árV-; for the suffix, see Jahukyan 1987: 235; 1998: 16f; Clackson 
1994: 118f; Olsen 1999: 337f. 

Aéaryan (HAB ibid.) considers the resemblance with Georg. jabri ‘funnel’ as 
accidental. According to him, T‘iflis jabri has been borrowed from Georgian. This is 
possible. However, the resemblance between Arm. jagar and Georg. jabri is 
remarkable, and a connection cannot be excluded. If the Indo-European origin of the 
Armenian word is accepted, one might regard Georg. jabri as a loan from PArm. 
*jaw(a)r- > *jab(a)r-; for *w > b, compare, perhaps, MPers. babr ‘tiger’ vs. MIr. 
*vagr, Arm. vagr, Skt. vyaghrá- ‘tiger’. 


jat (u-stem in NHB 2: 145b, but without evidence) 'derision, mockery' (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i, John Chrysostom, etc.), jat-an-k*, a-stem ‘id.’, jatem ‘to deride’ (Bible+), 
“to conquer’ (Eusebius of Caesarea). 

GDPI jatan-a-c‘ is attested in Jeremiah 51.18 (not 11.18, as is misprinted in 
HAB), John Chrysostom, Yovhannés Ojnec‘i, etc., as well as (not cited in NHB) in 
P'awstos Buzand 5.3 (1883=1984: 160'*; transl. Garsoian 1989: 188): t'énamans 
jalanac ' i berdargel pasarmann “of his taunts during the siege of the fortress"; see 
the full passage s.v. *awre(a)r. 
eETYM The connection with car ‘laughter’, etc. suggested in NHB (see s.v. cafr) is 
rejected in view of the unagreement of the initial affricate [Meillet 1898: 280]. 
Meillet (ibid.) prefers connecting with Gr. denn ‘joke, jest, Olc. glaumr 
‘jubilation’, OE gléam ‘jubilation, joy’, OCS glum» ‘idle talk, boasting’, Russ. 
(dial.) glum ‘stupidity, mockery, joke, noise’. Ukr. Alum ‘mockery’, Pol. g/um 
‘mockery, torture, misfortune’, Czech hluma ‘mime, actor, comedian’, Bulg. gluma 
‘joke’, etc. On Slavic and its alternative etymologies, see EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 
147-152. 

The appurtenance of the Armenian is accepted by Hübschmann (1899: 48: from 
*g'hllu- with a question mark), Ačařyan (HAB 3: 143b), Jahukyan (1987: 127: from 
*shlo- with a question mark). In etymological dictionaries, however, the PIE form is 
usually reconstructed as *g"le/ou-, with a non-palatalized guttural, and the Armenian 
form is not included (see Pokorny 1959: 451; Mallory/Adams 1997: 255-256). 
Jahukyan (ibid.), albeit with reservation, includes also jimem ‘to watch’ (only in 
HHB and Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ [HAB 3: 155b; Amalyan 1975: 194", 398,,]), which is 
highly improbable. 
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jalk, a-stem: ISg jatk-a-w (Eusebius of Caesarea); later: i-stem (GDPI jatk-i-c‘ in 
Mxit'ar Anec‘i, 12-13" cent.) and o-stem (ISg jatk-o-v in Carontir) ‘rod, stick, staff, 
whip, switch (often for beating)’ (John Chrysostom, Eusebius of Caesarea, Dawit‘ 
Anyalt‘), ‘twig, branch’ (Mxit‘ar Anec‘i), subst. “beating, whipping’ (in a homily 
ascribed to Elise). 

The word occurs also as an adjective: ‘straight, upstanding, tense’ said of her 
‘hair’ (Gregory of Nyssa apud NHB 2: 146a) or maz ‘hair’ (Zeno, Xac'ikyan 1949: 
RAR, rendered as *ripswoii? by ArewSatyan 1956: 326); cf. the compounds jatk-a- 
her (Severian of Gabala) and jatk-a-maz (Plato) ‘having jatk hair’. 

In the oldest stage of Classical Armenian we only find the verb jatk-em ‘to beat 
with a rod’, jatk-im ‘to be beaten’ (2 Corinthians 11.25, also in Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Cafontir, Zamagirk‘). The attestation in 2 Corinthians 11.25 reads: eric's 
jalkec'ay : tpic éppafióioUmnv “three times I was beaten with rods". Though attested 
late and absent in the dialects, the noun jak is original, and the verb jatk-em is 
clearly denominative exactly like Gr. pafjó-iCc ‘to beat with a rod’ from páfióoc ‘rod, 
twig, staff’. This is corroborated also by the etymology of jak. Note that this very 
same Greek verb corresponds to Arm. jatkem in the passage from 2 Corinthians 
11.25. 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects, meaning ‘to beat wool with a rod to 
make it soft’ [HAB 3: 144a]. Other semantic nuances: ‘to beat someone’ in Sebastia 
[Gabikean 1952: 355] and Svedia [Andreasyan 1967: 250, 372b]; ‘id.’ and ‘to beat 
the branches of a tree for making walnuts and the like fall down’ in Arabkir 
[Aéafean 1913: 679a] and Partizak [Ter-Yakobean 1960: 509]; ‘to shake’ in 
Atap‘azar [Acarean 1913: 679a]. 

Further see s.v. *jat-t-el ‘to beat". 
eETYM Since Bugge 1889: 18, linked with Lith. zalga ‘long, thin stake’, Goth. galga 
‘stake, cross’, Olc. galgi ‘gallows’, gelgja ‘pole, stake’, OHG galgo, OEngl. gealga, 
Engl. gallows (see also Hübschmann 1897: 469; HAB 3: 143-144; Solta 1960: 314- 
315; Pokorny 1959: 411; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 97 = 1995, 1: 84; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 442b). 

The forms are usually derived from IE *g"alg"-. In view of the vocalism and the 
restriction of the word to Baltic, Germanic, and Armenian, one may assume a 
European substratum word. 

On the other hand, it has been assumed that these forms are related with Lith. 
Zuolis and Arm. jo? ‘pole’, etc., which is possible. For references and a discussion, 
see HAB 3: 144a; Lehmann 1986: 142b; H. Suk‘iasyan 1986: 194; fahukyan 1987: 
170-171. An original paradigm of jak, etc. is reconstructed with nom. *g"olg"- vs. 
gen. *g"Jg"-n-, and the Arm. jatk with a-vocalism and -k- instead of -g- is explained 
from the genitive. For the vocalic problems and a further discussion, see s.vv. je/olun 
‘ceiling’, jlem ‘to furrow’, jot ‘pole’. 

The above-mentioned solution for the problem of the Armenian -&- is not entirely 
satisfactory (see also Mallory/Adams 1997: 442b). One may rather think of a 
determinative -k- (possibly of iterative function, cf. e.g. dial. cec-k-el vs. ClArm. 
cecem ‘to beat’) in a way reflected also in e.g. har-k-anem ‘to beat’ (cf. H. 
Suk‘iasyan 1986: 90-91). A form *jalg-k- would be simplified to jatk-. Note also 
another iterative form of this word, *jat-t-el ‘to beat’ (q.v.). 
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Arm. jalk, a-stem, points to fem. *g"(a)lg"-eh>-, cf. OIc. gelgja ‘pole, stake’ from 
*_jeh>-. 

IE *g"alg"- ‘long thin pole’ has been borrowed into PFUgr. *salka, Finn. salko, 
Mordvin salgo (Koivulehto 2001: 238; Witzel 2003: 11). 


*jat(k)-t-el (dial.) ‘to beat, whip’. 
eDIAL Karin (j'aidel, H. Mkrté‘yan 1952: 157a), Alek'sandrapol, Arabkir, etc. 
*jattel ‘to beat wool with a rod to make it soft’, jatt-ic‘ ‘rod’ [Aéarean 1913: 679a; 
HAB 3: 144a; Gabikean 1952: 355; HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 319a]. 
eETYM Belongs with jatkem ‘id.’ (HAB 3: 144a) and is possibly related also with jo? 
‘pole’, etc. (see s.vv.). 

In order to explain the -t in *jat-t-el, Jahukyan (1972: 281) relates the word to 
Goth. gilba ‘sickle’ (probably composed of *ó"e/- ‘to cut’ and *-(e)tä-, see Ramat 
1974: 78-79; Lehmann 1986: 156a) or posits *g"J-d- (1987: 127, cf. 170-171, 256). 
In my opinion, however, *jat-t-em is in closer relationship with jatkem and may be 
derived from *jatk-t-em, with the iterative -t- seen e.g. in bek-t-em vs. bek-anem ‘to 
break’. 


jayn, i-stem ‘voice, sound’ (Bible+); later: ‘speech, word’ (John Chrysostom, etc.); 
dial. also ‘noice; rumour’. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 144b]. For the semantic development cf. e.g. 
Moks cen ‘Tonoc; yM; 3ByK’ [Orbeli 2002: 254]. It also refers to ‘rumour’: cen 
ong’äv "em gomen (10). (op. cit. 985, transl. 166-5). Another textual illustration 
is found e.g. in a fairy-tale from Larabat recorded by Arak'el Bahat'ryan in 1860 
(HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 687”). 
eETYM Numerous attempts of connecting with OCS zvonv ‘sound’ are rejected on 
formal grounds (see HAB 3: 144b). More positive: Pokorny 1959: 490; Jahukyan 
1982: 71-72, 75; 1987: 129 (deriving from *g"un-ii-); Olsen 1999: 100. 

One may assume a *-ni- formation as in synonymous ban, i-stem ‘speech, word’ 
from ba-m ‘to speak’ < PIE *b‘eh>-: Gr. quí ‘to say’. For the anticipation of *-i- 
(cf. Jahukyan 1982: 71-72; Beekes 2003: 162), see 2.1.27.1. The reason that no 
anticipation is seen in ban may be that the latter derives from *b^eh;-sni-, cf. OCS 
basne ‘tale’, Russ. básnja ‘fable’, etc. For the loss of *-u- (see Jahukyan 1982: 75; 
Kortlandt 2003: 6, 18, 86, 122; Beekes 2003: 209) cf. perhaps kata? ‘den’, probably 
from *guol-. 


*je- obl. stem of du-k‘ pl. ‘you’: acc.-dat. jez, gen. jer, abl. i jeny, instr. je-w-k‘ 
See s.v. du ‘you’. 


jelun, an-stem: GDSg jeluan in Eznik Kotbac‘i, Gregory of Nyssa, Eusebius of 

Caesarea, etc. ‘ceiling; palate’. 

In the main meaning (‘ceiling’), jetun is attested since the Bible. For references 
and a discussion see Thomson 1992: 198. 

ISg jelmamb (Anania Sanahnec‘i, 11" cent.) presupposes a (probably the original) 
by-form *jefumn [NHB 2: 149c; HAB 3: 148a]. For -u/wn : -mn, see 2.1.22.11. 

In John of Damascus, jetun refers to ‘palate’: verin jelunk' beranoy “upper ceiling 
of the mouth”. 
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In Fank Kotbac‘i 1.3 (1994: 12), the sun is metaphorically described as crag mi i 
meci tan i mēj jeluan ew yataki “a candle in the big house between the ceiling and 
the floor". A similar usage is found in Gregory of Nyssa (NHB 3: 2: 149c; 1010b): 
erkin <...> zören jeluan “the sky <...> like a ceiling". 

The by-form jotun-k‘ is attested in Severian of Gabala, as well as, in API jofun-s 
(var. jetun-s), in *Vark* S. Georgay zörawarin”. It matches the form of the dialect of 
Akn (see below). 
eDIAL Akn j ofunk' (see also Gabrielean 1912: 309), Trapizon cink‘ [HAB 3: 
148b], Ham$en c’%ink‘, gen. c'xenk-i [Aéatyan 1947: 35, 242] On 
Trapizon/Hamsen, see below. 

@SEMANTICS For ‘palate’ : ‘ceiling’ : ‘sky’, see 3.7.1. 

eETYM The connection with. Gr. xeAvvn ‘lip, jaw’ (see Adontz 1937: 9; Pokorny 
1959: 436; Jahukyan 1987: 127, 170-171; cf. Olsen 1999: 133) is doubtful. The 
meaning ‘palate’ (< ‘ceiling/roof of the mouth’) is clearly secondary, see 3.7.1. I 
prefer the connection with Georgian zeli ‘log, bar’ [HAB 4: 657] and Arm. jo! ‘log; 
pole’ (see Bediryan 1955: 103; Atayan 1974: 108-111). Klimov (1998: 285) 
reconstructs a Georgian-Zan *3,e/- ‘tree, wood’, cf. also Megr. 3a-, pl. stem Jal- 
“tree, wood’, etc. See also s.v. *ar-zel . Note the intermediary form jotunk‘ (Severian 
of Gabala, etc.; dialect of Akn). For the suffix -un cf. c ‘awi-un ‘stalk, straw’, q.v. 
For an attempt of reconstructing the original paradigm, see s.v. jot. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 148b), Megr. cxve/ini ‘ceiling’ is borrowed from 
Armenian and resembles especially the Trapizon/Hamsen form c xink '. 

However, the Megrelian continues a Georgian-Zan lexeme *sqwen- ‘ceiling, 
roof, and Arm. dial. c xin-k' is considered a Zan loanword (see Klimov 1998: 
171-172). A Georgian-Zan borrowing from Armenian *c T/xwin-k' (a contamination 
of jelun and c uik‘) would be impossible since Arm. -x- comes from -7- which is not 
compatible with Kartvelian *q (note that the Georgian word is attested in the oldest 
literature, see Klimov 1964: 167). 

Thus, Arm. dial. (Trapizon/Hamsen) c xin-k‘ ‘ceiling’ should be separated from 
Jelun ‘ceiling’ and be treated as borrowed from Megr. cxwen(d)-, cxwin(d)- ‘ceiling’. 


*jer-: NAccSg jer-n, AllSg i jer-n, GDSg jer-in, LocSg i jer-in, AblSg i jer-an-e, ISg 
jer-am-b (note an archaic instr. jer-b- in compounds); plur. a-stem: NPI jer-k‘, AccPl 
z-jer-s, LocAllPl i jer-s, GDPI jer-a-c', AbIPI i jer-a-c‘, IPl jer-a-w-k* (extremely 
rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 921-930) ‘hand’ (Bible+). 

A number of derivatives with jer-n-, jer-n-a-, jer-a-, and jer-b-a-. 

eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly as a frozen plural jerk' [HAB 3: 149b]. 
eETYM From Pie *óes-p- ‘hand’: Hitt. kessar, kisser-, kisr- ‘hand’, Gr. yerp, Dor. 
np, gen. yeipóc, Dor. yipóc f. ‘hand’™, Toch. A tsar, Toch. B sar ‘hand’, Alb. dóré, 
-a f. ‘hand’, etc. Hübschmann 1877: 25; 1883: 40; 1897: 470; HAB 3: 148-149; 
Pokorny 1959: 447; Mallory/Adams 1997: 254b; Adams 1999: 649-650. The root is 
seen in +g"es-to-: Skt. hasta- m. ‘hand’, Av. zasta-, OPers. dasta- m., MPers. dast 
‘hand’, dastak ‘bunch, bundle’ (> Arm. dastak ‘wrist’, HAB 1: 626b), etc., see 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 812. 


* The comparison with the Greek word has been suggested already by Awgerean, Klaproth, 
Brosset, et al., see HAB 3: 149. 
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Arm. singulative jern derives from PIE acc. *g”esr-m. The trilled -’- is not due to 
the following nasal but reflects *-sr-, as is clearly seen from pl. jer-k' < *g"esr-es. 
The old genitive *jer- < *g"esr-os (cf. Hitt. kisras, Gr. yeipóc, Dor. ynpdc) has been 
reshaped after n-declension. Archaic instr. *jer-b continues *je(h)ar-b < *g"esr-b"i. 
For these and other issues, see Meillet 1936: 78, 83-84; Schmitt 1981: 45, 62, 72-73, 
78, 81-82, 102, 199; Kortlandt 1985b: 9; 1985: 19, 23 = 2003: 57, 63, 67; Ravnæs 
1991: 101-102; Olsen 1999: 174-175; Viredaz 2000. For a discussion of the PIE 
paradigm, see Beekes 1973: 90. 

Arm. plur. jer-a- may be explained by the original feminine gender (Olsen 1999: 
175); for a possible *g"es-r-eh>- cf. Alb. döre, -a f. ‘hand’ (on which see Pedersen 
1900: 341 = 1982: 2; Kortlandt 1986: 40 = 2003: 70; Demiraj 1997: 140-141). 


jet, o-stem: GDSg jet-o-y (Proverbs 26.17), ISg jet-o-v (Step'annos Siwnec‘i), GDPI 
Jet-o-c ' (Judges 15.4) ‘tail’ (Bible+), MidArm. ‘penis’. 

The word refers to the tail of a dog and a fox in Proverbs 26.17 and Judges 15.4, 
respectively, rendering Gr. xépxoc ‘tail of an animal’ in both passages. In Eusebius 
of Caesarea and Step'annos Siwnec‘i it refers to the tail of a dog and a lion, 
respectively [NHB 2: 154b]. 

The passage from Proverbs 26.17 reads: or burn harkanic € zsan jetoy ` doen d 
KPATOV KEPKOV KDVOC. 

The MidArm. meaning ‘penis’ is attested in Datastanagirk' (Law Code, 1265 
AD) of Smbat Sparapet. One of the two attestations (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 58-59) 
reads as follows: “<...> they cut off the testicles (z-ju-k‘-n) and the penis (z-jet-n) of 
the abductor” [Galstyan 1958: 103]. 
eETYM Connected with Av. zadah- m. ‘Steiß, Hinterbacken', cf. further Skt. hadati 
‘to defecate’, Gr. yé&o ‘to defecate’ < *g"ed-io-, -k£yoóa, yóóavoc ‘SteiB’, Alb. dhjes 
‘to defecate’, Olc. gat ‘hole, opening’, Russ. zad ‘rump’, etc., Hübschmann 1877: 
25; 1883: 40; 1897: 470; HAB 3: 150a with references to Miiller and Justi; Pokorny 
1959: 423; Chantraine 1968-80: 1249-1250; Euler 1979: 227; Saradzeva 1986: 132; 
Olsen 1999: 54, 44, 47, 854. See also, without the Armenian form, Demiraj 1997: 
161-162; Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 187a. Greppin (1985a: 463) notes: 
“Alb. dhjes ‘defecate’, IE *é"ed- is absolutely not related to Arm. jet ‘tail’ ". 

The Armenian word is usually derived from s-stem *g"edos- (see especially 
Matzinger 2005: 44). Armenian o-stems regularly continue PIE s-stem neuters (see 
2.2.2.1). Note, however, that the Avestan cognate is masculine (see Bartholomae 
1904: 1657; Hintze 1994: 461). Jahukyan (1987: 127) posits *g"ed-o-. 

For the semantic shift ‘rump’ > ‘tail’ cf. Gr. óppoc ‘rump’, oöpa ‘tail’, OEngl. 
ears ‘arse’, Olr. err ‘tail, back of chariot’, etc. (see s.v. or ‘rump’). For ‘tail’ : ‘rump’ 
: ‘penis’ cf. EtimSlovlranJaz 2, 2003: 479-481, s.v. Iran. *dum(b)a- ‘tail’. Note also 
MidArm. ag-at ‘castrated’ (Grigor Tat'ewac'i, see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 12b) from 
agi ‘tail’ (q.v.). 


jew, o-stem: GDPI jew-o-y (Bible+), ISg jew-o-v (John Chrysostom, Sargis Snorhali), 
later also i-stem ‘shape, fashion, form, mould, pattern’ (Bible+), ‘clothes, vestment’ 
(John Chrysostom), jewem ‘to form, shape’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Both the noun and the verb are widespread in the dialects. The verb refers to 
*form, cut out (said of clothes) [HAB 3: 150b]. 
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eETYM Since Meillet (1896b: 54), jew ‘shape, form’ and joy! ‘molten (mass)’ are 
connected with Gr. erw, -ouar ‘to pour, spill, gush, shed, douse’, yópavog m. 
‘smelting furnace; funnel’, yovr f. ‘funnel; smelting furnace’, yoAóg m. ‘juice (of 
plants), barley-slime, broth’, yóóav ‘in streams, by heaps, disorderly’, yvd-aioc 
‘abundant, ordinary, common’, Lat. fundo, fudi ‘to pour out, shed; to cast (metals)’, 
in-fundo ‘to pour in’, Skt. havis- n. ‘libation, sacrificial liquid, sacrificial substance’ 
(RV+), hav-, pres. juhoti ‘to sacrifice, offer, pour (an oblation, ghee, etc.)’, etc., from 
PIE *g"eu- ‘to pour’ [Hübschmann 1897: 469; Petersson 1920: 106-107; HAB 3: 
150; Pokorny 1959: 447; Klingenschmitt 1982: 57; Mallory/Adams 1997: 448a; 
Olsen 1999: 36, 47]. Arm. jew, o-stem, may derive from s-stem neuter *¢"eu-os 
[Olsen 1999: 47] or thematic *ó en-o-. 
See also s.vv. zut ‘pure’, jagar ‘funnel’, joyl ‘molten (mass)’, jor ‘ravine’. 


ji, o-stem: GDSg ji-o-y, ISg ji-o-v, GDPI ji-o-c‘, IPI ji-o-v-k' (abundant in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 932-933) ‘horse’ (Bible+). 

See also s.v. dzi ‘horse’. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 152]. 
eETYM Since Windischmann et al. (HAB 3: 151-152), connected with Skt. RV+ 
háya- m. ‘horse’ (see also Gosche 1847: 72"??' de Lagarde 1854: 27-7"; 
Hübschmann 1877: 17, 25; 1897: 470; Meillet 1936: 142). 

Arm. ji ‘horse’ and Skt. haya- m. ‘horse’ < **Anspornung' are usually derived 
from PIE *g"ei- ‘to drive; to throw’: Skt. hinóti (3sg.act., present V), 3sg.act.perf. 
Jighaya ‘to impel, set in motion; to hurl; to help’, OAv. zaeman- n. ‘state of waking’ 
(‘Wachsein’), Pahl. zen ‘armour, weapon’, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 424; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 522, 544-545, = 1995: 440-441, 463,; Lubotsky 1988: 
68; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 802-803; Mallory/Adams 1997: 274b; Cheung 2007: 
461-462). 

The vocalism of the Armenian form is problematic. Hübschmann (1899: 45) 
reconstructs *ó"zyo- for Armenian and *¢"eyo- or *é"ayo- for Sanskrit. Godel (1975: 
88-8975) assumes *g"syo-, read *$^H-io-. See, however, s.v. diem ‘to suck’. One 
might also think of *$"eiH-o-, with loss of the laryngeal as in Skt. páyas- n. ‘milk’ 
(RV+) from *peiH-os-. The problem with these explanations is that Skt. haya- is 
usually derived from kay- vs. hinoti ‘to impel, set in motion; to hurl; to help’, which 
does not have a laryngeal in the root. For other views, see Ravnas 1991: 30-31. 

I propose the following tentative explanation. A QIE *g”ei-o- would yield Arm. 
*je = *jei-. But there are no Armenian words (particles and conjunctions apart) of 
the type Ce. Probably, the original nominative *je has become ji analogically after 
the genitive *jeyö(s)yo- > ji-oy. A similar analysis has been applied to iz ‘viper’ 
(q.v.). 

A substantivized *-to-participle *g"i-to- as opposed to Skt. hdya- < *g"oi-os (or 
*g"oiH-os considering the absence of Brugmann's law) has been assumed by de 
Lamberterie apud Olsen 1994: 40; see also Viredaz 2005-07: 7-9. 

Arm. ji ‘horse’ and Skt. haya- m. ‘horse’ represent a poetic word, belonging to the 
“language of gods”, as opposed to the PIE word for ‘horse’, viz. *h,ekuo- > Arm. ex 
‘donkey’ (Güntert 1921: 160; Watkins 1970: 7); for more detail, see s.v. es ‘donkey’ 
and 3.12. 

See also s.v. jori ‘mule’. 
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jir, i-stem: GDSg jr-i, ISg jr-i-w, GDPI jr-i-c ' (Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘gift; favour, grace, 
boon, recompense’ in Eznik Kotbac‘i, 5" cent. (jir arnuc‘u ‘take a gift’, see de 
Lamberterie 1978-79: 37; Clackson 1994: 181), John Chrysostom, Book of Chries, 
Nersés Lambronac‘i, Sargis Šnorhali, etc.; jerem (Ephrem), jirem in Timot‘&os Kuz 
(6" cent.), T‘odoros K‘it‘enawor (7" cent.), Anania Narekac‘i (10" cent.), Xosrov 
Anjewac‘i (10" cent.), etc., jrem (Grigor Skewrac‘i, 12-13" cent.) ‘to donate, gift, 
endue, do favour’; jr-i, ea-stem: GDSg jr(w)oy (Cyril of Jerusalem), GDPI jre-a-c‘ 
(Anania Sirakac‘i apud NHB 2: 161c, but Sir. ył. kenac‘ iwroc‘ is not found in the 
list of bibliographical abbreviations) ‘gift, present, favour’; jr-i adv. ‘without 
payment, freely, for nothing; in vain’, abundant in the Bible, 5" cent. (rendering Gr. 
óopeáv “freely’), also attested in Eznik Kotbac‘i (5" cent.), Eli&é (de Lamberterie 
1978-79: 40; Clackson 1994: 236554), John Chrysostom, Grigor Narekac‘i, Xosrov 
Anjewac‘i, etc. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 2: 158a; Hübschmann 1897: 470), connected with Gr. 
xapıs, -ırog “grace, beauty; delight, enjoying; boon, gratefulness' and Lat. gratia 
*grace, good-will, favour'. The appurtenance of the latter is now rejected. We are 
dealing with a PIE root zéie. ‘to yearn for’; further cognates are Gr. yapa f. ‘joy’, 
yaipo < *yapi-@ ‘to rejoice, be glad’, Lat. horior ‘to encourage, urge’, OEngl. 
giernan ‘to yearn’ > Engl. yearn, Skt. haryati ‘to enjoy, like’, Toch. B ker(y)- ‘to 
laugh’, etc. [HAB 3: 153-154]. See also Pokorny 1959: 440-441; Mayrhofer EWAia 
2, 1996: 804; Mallory/Adams 1997: 158a; Adams 1999: 197; Kulikov 2001: 487- 
491 (the Armenian form is not mentioned in these works). 

Arm. jir, i-stem, is both semantically and formally close to Gr. ydpic, -ırog. The 
forms may reflect *¢”"ér-i- and *ó"r-i- respectively [Hübschmann 1897: 470; HAB 3: 
153-154]. For a further discussion on this word and on the phrase ‘to find favour’ I 
refer to de Lamberterie 1978-79; Clackson 1994: 180-181. In this context, Arm. jir : 
Gr. yópig is equivalent to Arm. snorh ‘gift, grace, favour’, an Iranian loanword. Note 
Van dial. Snoxk‘ ‘a good-natured sprite, house-sprite, brownie, goblin’ (see Xaratjan 
1989 42b with ref.), which is to be derived from pl. snorh-k‘ and interpreted as 
personified ‘the Graces’ comparable to Gr. Xdpitec “the Charites’ and Lat. Gratiae 
“the Graces’. 

Arm. jri, -(w)oy, -eac' may be derived from QIE *$"2r-i-to-: Gr. yópic, -itoc 
(Hübschmann ibid.), or *é"zr-ieh;-. The adverb jr-i has been derived from *¢"ériom, 
possibly a vrddhi derivative [Olsen 1999: 449]. On the semantics of the adverb jr-i 
“without payment, freely, for nothing’ cf. Lat. gratis “without payment, for nothing’ 
vs. gratia ‘grace, good-will, favour’. For a thorough discussion of the whole 
semantic field, see Benveniste 1969, 1: 199-202 = 1973: 159-162. 


jiwn, an-stem: GDSg jean (Bible+), AblSg i jiwn-e (John Climachus), IPl jeam-b-k‘ 
(Hexaemeron) 'snow' (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 155a]. In Sué‘ava and Nor Naxijewan, 
jiwn ‘snow’ has been replaced by b'uk' and p'uk' ‘snow’, respectively, which 
continue ClArm. buk‘ ‘snow-storm’ [HAB 1: 490a; 3: 155a; Ataryan 1953: 261]. 
eETYM Together with jmern ‘winter’ (q.v.), derived from the PIE word for ‘winter, 
snow’: Gr. xıov, -óvog f. ‘snow’, xelua, -at-o¢ n. ‘winter, storm’, TI, -Õvoç m. 
*id.^, yeıu-Epiog ‘hibernal, stormy’, -epivóg “concerning the winter, hibernal’, Skt. 
himá- m. ‘cold, frost’, hima- f. ‘winter’ (both RV+), OAv. GSg zimö ‘winter’, YAv. 
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NSg m. ziid, AccSg ziiqm(ca), GSg zomö, zamahe ‘winter’, Oss. zymeg/zumeg 
‘winter’, Pashto Zómay ‘winter’ (Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 815), Pahl. zm [zam], 
Parth. zmg ‘winter’ (MacKenzie 1971: 97), Wakhi zam, Sarikoli *zima ‘snow’ 
(Morgenstierne 1974: 108a), Pers. zam ‘cold; a biting wind; wound’ (Steingass 
620b), Hitt. gimmant- c. ‘winter’, Lat. hiems, -emis, hiemps, -emis f. “winter; stormy 
weather’, OCS zima ‘winter’, Lith. ziema, Latv. ziema ‘winter’, etc. Hübschmann 
1877: 24; 1883: 40; 1897: 470-471; Meillet 1936: 27; Pokorny 1959: 425; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 504b. 

The PIE word is reconstructed as a HD m-stem: nom. *g"ei-öm (Arm. jiwn, Gr. 
xıov ‘snow’, Av. ziid ‘winter’, Lat. hiems ‘winter’), acc. *¢"i-ém-m (Gr. yi-óv-a, Lat. 
hiem-em), gen. *g"i-m-ös (Av. zimö, Gr. yi-óv-oc, Lat. hiem-is, Arm. jean), loc. *g"i- 
m-i (Hitt. gim-i, Lat. hiem-i ‘in the winter’), see Beekes 1995: 178; cf. Szemerényi 
1959-60a: 122; for Hittite, see Kloekhorst 2008: 475. 

Arm. nom. jiwn ‘snow’ matches Gr. yidv ‘snow’ both formally and semantically 
(Meillet 1936: 142; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 295-296; Jahukyan 1987: 301). Clackson 
1994: 137-138 argues that this agreement is an archaism rather than an innovation; 
the basic meaning of the PIE word may have been ‘snow’ > ‘snow-time’; cf. 
Szemerényi 1959-60a: 109, 123. 

Both languages have generalized -n < nom. *-m throughout the paradigm. The 
genitive jean has been compared with Gr. yióvoc (Meillet 1894: 154). In the oblique 
cases Greek has generalized the o-grade but Armenian has generalized the zero 
grade (Meillet 1936: 45; Clackson 1994: 117). One may assume that the original 
gen. *é"im-ds has analogically been replaced by *g"iim-os after the nominative jiwn 
< *jiwun or *jiyun < *$'(e)i-om and instr. jeam-b < *g"iim-b"i. For a further 
discussion, see Grammont 1918: 244; Jahukyan 1959: 176; Szemerényi 1959-60a: 
109; E. Tumanjan 1978: 264-265; Schmalstieg 1980; Ravnas 1991: 99-100; 
Stempel 1993 < 1987: 151; Olsen 1999: 135; Matzinger 2005: 22108, 103. Further 
compare sun ‘dog’, stin ‘breast of a woman’, tun ‘house’. 

Arm. jmei-n ‘winter’ < *g"im-er- is comparable to Gr. yeıusp-ıvög 
‘hiberna!’ and Lat. hibernus ‘of winter, wintry’; compare also Arm. am ‘year’ and 
amarn ‘summer’ (q.v.) vs. Skt. sama- ‘year, season’ and OHG sumar (for a 
discussion, see Hübschmann 1897: 470-471; HAB 3: 156a; Szemerényi 1959-60a; 
Alabekyan 1979: 86; Stempel 1993 « 1987: 151-152; Olsen 1989: 225; 1999: 128, 
276-278; Clackson 1994: 137-138); Vanséveren 1998. 

The PArm. original genitive *jim- < PIE *$"i-m-ós may have been preserved in 
dial. *jm-et‘ or *jm-ayt‘ ‘snow blindness’ (q.v.). 


*jlem ‘to furrow’, attested only in Commentary on 1 Timothy by John Chrysostom, in 
infinitive jlel [NHB 2: 159a]. Another manuscript has c 'elu/ instead, thus Acaryan 
(HAB 3: 155a) considers (el an uncertain word. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. m. n. kala- ‘plough’ by de Lagarde 1854: 20”, 
Hesitant are Hübschmann 1883: 13; 1897: 471; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 808. The 
Armenian and Sanskrit words have been linked with Lith. Zuolis ’dickes Stück Holz, 
Baumstamm’, Arm. jo? ‘log, pole’, jet-un ‘ceiling’, Goth. gilba ‘sickle’, etc. 
(Pokorny 1959: 434; Jahukyan 1982: 56; 1987: 127, 171; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
435a; sceptical: HAB 3: 155; Olsen 1999: 54,14); on Gothic see Ramat 1974: 78-79; 
Lehmann 1986: 156a. 


436 *jmet‘ 


The Armenian verb j/em ‘to furrow’ may be regarded as a denominative based on 
SOL. or *jul- ‘plough’, cf. arawr ‘plough’ > arawrem ‘to plough’. The Armenian and 
cognate forms possibly point to a HD /-stem with nom. *g"oh,-(0)1 (cf. Lith. žúolis, 
possibly also Arm. *jul-), acc.*g"h -el- (cf. Skt. hala-, Arm. *jel-, perhaps also Goth. 
gil-pa), probably also analogical *$"h;-ol- (cf. Arm. jot). For further details, see s.vv. 
Jatk ‘rod, branch’, jetun ‘ceiling’, jot ‘log, pole’. 

The semantic relationship between ‘pole, branch’ and ‘plough’ is impeccable, cf. 
e.g. Skt. sakha- ‘branch, twig’, Goth. hoha ‘plough’, Lith. saka ‘branch’, Russ. soxd 
‘plough’, Arm. c ‘ax ‘branch’, dial. *c ‘ak ‘ ‘harrow’. 

It should be borne in mind, however, that jlem is an uncertain word. 


*jmet* or *jmayt* ‘snow blindness’ (dial.). 

eDIAL Bates, Nor Bayazet *jmet‘ [Acarean 1913: 691a], Xotorjur jimer‘ 

[YusamXotorj 1964: 480a], Xnus-Bulanox mer" [Melik‘ean 1964: 512a]. K*ti cmat‘ 

[HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 415b], Urmia, Salmast cmet [GwrUrmSalm 2, 1898: 97]. 
K'esab comet! < *cm-oyt‘ ‘pinch’ vs. camat‘il ‘to pinch’ [C‘olakean 1986: 249] 

obviously belongs to kcmt el, kémt ‘el ‘to pinch’ (see s.v. čm- ‘to squeeze, press’) and 

is hardly related with our word for ‘snow blindness’. 

eETYM Obviously derived from PArm. original genitive *jim- « PIE *ó j-m-ós of the 

word for ‘snow, winter”, see s.v. jiwn ‘snow’ (Jahukyan 1972: 281; 1987: 127). The 

component *-et‘ or *-ayt' remains unclear? 


jmern, GDSg jmeran (Paterica, T'ovmay Arcruni), GDPI jmeran-c‘ (var. lect. in 
Elise), NPI jmerun-k‘ in John Chrysostom and Grigor Narekac‘i and LocPl i jmerun- 
s in Ephrem (these two forms are found with the meaning ‘snow-storm’), *jmer- in 
GDP! jmer-a-c ' (var. lect. in Ehe, see below), loc. adv. jmer-i ‘in the winter’ jmer-i 
(Pitafut‘iwnk‘, NHB 2: 160a) ‘winter’ (Bible+), *snow-storm' (John Chrysostom, 
Philo, Ephrem, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.). 

Derivatives include: *jmer-ay(i)n, gen. jmeryn-o-y, loc. i jmerayn-i ‘winter, cold 
season, snow-storm’ (Bible+); jmer-ayin or jmer(n)-ayin, gen. -aynoy ‘hibernal’ 
(Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i, John Chrysostom, Severian of Gabala, etc.); 
jmerani adv. ‘in the winter’ (Bible+); MidArm. jmer-uk ‘water-melon’ (q.v.). 

A few textual illustrations: 

Bazum jmerac‘ (vars. jmeranc‘n, jmeranc‘) halec‘an sarnamanik' : “The ice of 
many winters melted" (Elise, see Ter-Minasyan 1989: 408'*; transl. Thomson 1982: 
247). 

Hraman tay jean t'e ler yerkri ew jmeraynoy anjrewac ' ast zorut'ean noc o “He 
orders the snow, ‘Come upon the earth!’, and the winter rains according to their 
power" (Job 37.6, see Cox 2006: 236). 

K'anzi er herac'eal getn Erasx, ew i yerkarel jmeraynoyn, ew i darnahot 
p é'mane hiwsisoy pałac 'eal juleal vtakn, <...> : “for the river Araxes had shifted to 
a distance, and in the long winter and when the stream froze over from the bitter 


35 One might speculate on *hayt - ‘to attach, adjust, put together’ (on which see HAB 3: 30); 
thus: ‘tied by snow’. For the semantic shift cf. varak- ‘to tie’ > ‘to be bound by a disease’. Or 
else, cf. Olr. saeth ‘pain, sickness’, Welsh hoed ‘pain’, etc. (on which see Mallory/Adams 
1997: 413a). 
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north winds <...>“ (Movses Xorenac'i 2.39, 1913-1991: 165^. transl. Thomson 
1978: 181). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 156b]. 

Next to cmer ‘winter’, the regular reflex of jmern (gen.-dat. cmion, cmervon, abl. 
cmrand, Aéatyan 1947: 94-95, 242), HamSen also has zemer ‘December’ (see 
T‘orlak‘yan 1986: 219a). 
eETYM Since NHB 2: 159b, compared with Gr. yeıuov, Lat. hiems, Skt. híma-, Russ. 
zima, etc. ‘winter’. Note especially Gr. yeıusp-ıvog ‘hiberna!’ and Lat. hibernus ‘of 
winter, wintry’. For more details, see s.v. jiwn 'snow'. 


jmeruk, gen. jmerk-i *water-melon' (MidArm.), see MijHayBar 2, 1992: 61b. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 157a]. Agulis cmbáriük, gen. cmbarak-i, 
cmbark-i, pl. cmbor(n)átik" [HAB 3: 157a; Ačařean 1935: 148, 372; M. Zak'aryan 
2008: 156] has an epenthetic -b- after -m-, cf. hamarem ‘to count’ > Agulis, etc. 
hmbáril. 
eETYM Derived from jmer-, oblique stem of jmern ‘winter’ (q.v.); cf. Georg. 
sazamt'ro, etc. (see HAB 3: 157a). 


jot, o-stem ‘log, bar; pole’. Later, in Grigor Magistros (11" cent, Bjni) and 


Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (13^ cent), also ‘a stripe of leather’ (Bible+). MidArm. 
(Smbat Sparapet, 13" cent., Cilicia) "joli, in ISg jotw-o-v, cf. the dialectal forms 
below. 

eDIAL Preserved in several dialects. The meaning ‘a stripe of leather’ (Grigor 
Magistros+) is found in Axalc‘xa, Axalk'alak', Ganjak, Larabal, as well as (see 
Alayan 1954: 315) in Metri. Axalc‘xa j ‘of means ‘back (of the human body)’. 

*joti ` Ararat joli [HAB 3: 157b], Metri jude < joli [Atayan 1954: 278b]. 
eETYM Probably connected with Lith. zuolis 'dickes Stück Holz, Baumstamm' and 
Skt. m. n. hala- ‘plough’ (Gobh+), as well as with Arm. dem ‘to furrow’ (hapax; 
uncertain), and, especially, with jetun ‘ceiling’. For the literature, see HAB 3: 155, 
157b; Fraenkel 2, 1965: 1323; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 808. Mayrhofer (ibid.) 
does not mention Arm. joł. Fraenkel (ibid.) is sceptical to this view, and, with some 
reservation, connects Lith. Zuolis to Zálias “grün, roh, ungekocht’ and zelti *grünend 
wachsen, bewachsen, aufgehen (von Pflanzeny. He considers the etymology 
"unsicher". 

On the strength of the relatedness of Arm. jo! ‘log; pole’ with jetun ‘ceiling’, 
jolunk* (Severian of Gabala; dialect of Akn), and, possibly, Georgian jeli ‘log, bar’ 
etc, one may tentatively propose the following reconstruction: NSg *$ o/;-(0)] (> 
Lith. Zuolis 'dickes Stück Holz, Baumstamm'; probably also Arm. *jul ‘plough’ (> 
jlem ‘to furrow’; cf. arawr ‘plough’ > arawrem ‘to plough’); AccSg *$"h;-el- > Skt. 
m. n. hala- ‘plough’; Arm. *jet- ‘log (supporting the ceiling)’, and, with o-grade, jot 
‘log; pole’ (from analogical *$"h;-ol-). Skt. hala- ‘plough’ and Arm. *jet- ‘log’, jot, 
o-stem ‘log; pole’ can be interpreted as a shared innovation by means of the 
thematic *-o-: *g"hje/ol-o-, cf. the cases of erg ‘song’ and surb ‘pure’. For the 
semantics cf. Russ. soxd, etc., see s.v. Arm. c ‘ax. 
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86 Joachim Matzinger (p.c. apud Olsen 1999: 54) derives Arm. joi from the same colour root. 
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eDIAL Metri jothare ‘a kind of poplar-tree’ [Alayan 1954: 278b, 314], Karéewan 
Jathari ‘a tall tree of which logs/beams (jo?) are made’ [H. Muradyan 1960: 221a]. 

Among the villages of the district of Ewaylax (in the province of Siwnik‘) 
Step‘anos Örbelean (1250/60-1303/5) mentions J/ahayreank', of which no 
etymological explanation is known to me. It seems to reflect the above-mentioned 
Metri form: *jotahari + -an-k*. 
eETYM Alayan (1954: 278b) reconstructs *jothari not specifying the structure and 
the origin. 

As is implicitly suggested by H. Muradyan (see above), the compound seems to 
contain jo? ‘log; pole’ (> Metri jute). The second component is har- ‘to beat, strike’, 
represented in another compound, namely Meln *tirivhare [Alayan 1954: 332], 
Kak‘avaberd tirivhári ‘a sharp instrument for cutting off leaves and/or branches of 
mulberry-trees' TH. Muradyan 1967: 206b] < *terew-har-i ‘leaf-cutter’. As we see, 
in both compounds the compositional element -har-i demonstrates precisely the 
same underlying meaning, namely ‘to cut’, although *terew-har-i has, unlike 
*jol-har-i, an agentive meaning. The actual meaning of *jot-har-i would be ‘of 
which logs/poles are cut’. That the poplar can figure in this context is clear from 
barti ‘poplar’ (q.v.). 


joyl (spelled also as joyf, jiwl), o-stem: GDSg jut-o-y (Genesis 24.22, see Zeyt'unyan 
1985: 247: note joyl vs. juloy in the same sentence), i-stem: IPI] jul-i-w-k' (Hamam 
Arewelc‘i, 9" cent.), cf. LocSg i jul-i (julealk‘ i julin in 3 Kings 7.24) ‘molten, solid, 
cast (in particular said of metals); molten mass’ (Bible+), julem ‘to smelt, cast; to 
make solid’ (Bible), julacoy ‘molten’ (Bible+). 

Some textual illustrations: ew ofn iwr joyl (= Gr. yotóç) erkat ‘oy “and its spine is 

of cast iron" (Job 40.18, see Cox 2006: 258); in Movses Xorenac‘i 2.39 
(191321991: 165'^5 transl. Thomson 1978: 181): i darnahot p c mané hiwsisoy 
palac 'eal juleal vtakn : “the stream froze over from the bitter north winds". For 
further references and philological analysis, see Olsen 1999: 36. 
eDIAL Mus cul, only said of silver and blood [HAB 3: 158a]. A textual illustration is 
found in a Van lullaby (R. Grigoryan 1970: 359): Arewn ijav ver covun, / Covikn 
ktrav jol arun “The sun set upon the sea, the little sea became solid/molten blood". 
eETYM For etymology and references, see s.v. jew 'shape, form, mould'. For -/ see 
further Klingenschmitt 1982: 57; Jahukyan 132; Clackson 1994: 229,90; and 
especially Olsen 1999: 36, with an elaborate discussion on alternative solutions with 
*-[o- or *-tlo-. Both jewem and julem are denominative verbs [Jahukyan 1982: 173; 
Olsen 1999: 36, 47]. 


jor, o-stem: GDSg jor-o-y, GDPI jor-o-c ‘, IPl jor-o-v-k‘ ‘ravine, valley, bed of torrent’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 158b]. 
eETYM Usually derived from PIE *g"eu- ‘to pour, spill’: Gr. yéra, -ouar ‘to pour, 
spill, gush, shed’, etc., see s.vv. jew ‘shape, form, mould’, joy! ‘molten (mass)': 
*é'ouero- > *g"ouoro- > jor, with loss of *-u- as in e.g. nor ‘new’, sor ‘cave’ 
(Petersson 1920: 106-107; Pokorny 1959: 447; Eichner 1978: 150 7; Jahukyan 1987: 
128; 1990a: 9). 
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Despite the scepticism of ACafyan (HAB 3: 158b) and Olsen (1999: 31, 943-944), 
I find this etymology quite attractive. For a formal discussion, see especially s.v. sor, 
o-stem ‘cave, hole’ « *kouH-r-o-. The semantic development ‘to pour, spill, gush’ > 
‘bed of torrential stream, ravine’ goes parallel with hefum ‘to pour, fill, flow over’, 
helel ‘flood, torrent’ > hetel-at ‘torrent, the place of a torrential stream, ravine’ (q.v.). 
Note also corem ‘to flow’ > cor-cor ‘ravine’. 

One might alternatively think of a relation with Gr. yõpoç m. '(free, empty) 
space, region, land’, yopa f. ‘(free, empty) space, interspace, region, estate, land’, 
Toch. B kare ‘pit, hole’, etc. from *g"oh,ro- ‘gap, empty space’ (Mallory/Adams 
1997: 534b; Adams 1999: 153-154). For the semantic relation cf. Arm. jor “empty 
space’, ‘belly’, ‘ravine’, ‘district, region’ (see HAB 4: 518-519). The only problem 
is the vocalism; one expects Arm. "jur, or, from a zero-grade form, *jar. Perhaps 
Arm. jor is a blend of Zéien. and *g"oh,ro-. However, this solution is less 
probable than the former etymology. 


ju, o-stem: GDPI jw-o-c‘ (Deuteronomy 22.6, Cox1981: 162), AbIPI i ju-o-c' (Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i); a-stem: IPI ju-a-w-k ' (Zgon-Afrahat) ‘egg’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. MidArm. juacel, juvajel, jvazel ‘omelet’ 
(MijHayBar 2, 1992: 62-63) is widespread in the dialects as well [HAB 3: 159b]. In 
MidArm. ju also refers to ‘testicle’ [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 62-63]; see also s.v. xol-orj 
‘orchis’. 
eETYM Since long, derived from the PIE word for ‘egg’ (see HAB 3: 159 for 
references), cf. Gr. gd n., Lat. ovum n., Celt. *awyo- ‘egg’ (Matasović 2009: 50), 
OCS aice, Russ. jajcó, Pers. xáaya, etc. Hübschmann (1883: 40; 1897: 471) rightly 
considers the etymology uncertain because the initial j- is unexplained. Aéaryan 
(HAB 3: 159) is sceptical, too. 

The PIE word for ‘egg’ is now interpreted as a vrddhi-formation derived from the 
word for ‘bird’ (see s.v. haw ‘bird’): *h;ouiom. The Armenian form is usually 
explained from *io(w)io-, with assimilatory addition of */- (see Pedersen 1906: 406 
= 1982: 184; Pisani 1950: 180, 182; Henning 1954; Pokorny 1959: 784; Frisk 2: 
1150; Schindler 1969: 160; Jahukyan 1982: 132, 147; 1987: 142, 184; Schrijver 
1991: 30, 126, 299-300; Greppin apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 176b; Olsen 1999: 54, 
787). Nevertheless, the initial j- remains unclear. 

For the egg in Armenian folk-beliefs, see A. Israyelyan 1999. On the egg in Indo- 
European traditions, see Cimino 1994. 


jukn, an-stem: GDSg kon, ISg jkam-b, NPI jkun-k‘, APl jkun-s, GDPI jkan-c‘, IPl 
Jkam-b-k‘ (abundant in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 935) ‘fish’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. Eastern peripheral dialects have preserved the final 
nasal: Larabat ciikna, Samaxi cüg’na, etc. [HAB 3: 160a]. 

MidArm. jkn-kul, lit. ‘fish-swallower’, refers to ‘cormorant’, [Greppin 1978: 10], 
or ‘Ardea cinerea’ [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 61a], GDSg jaknkl-u, is found in Govank‘ 
tfc noc' ‘Praise of birds’ by Kirakos Episkopos, prob. 13-14" cent. (Mnac‘akanyan 
1980a: 251-95 MijHayBar 2, 1992: 61a; transl. Greppin 1978: 11). It is present in a 
few dialects: Ararat jknkuli [Aéatean 1913: 690b], jknakuli (used by Peré Prosyan, 
native to AStarak, see Amatuni 1912: 417b and Greppin 1978: 12; for the passage), 
Širak, Van jknkul [Mxit'areanc* 1901: 323; Amatuni 1912: 417b], Xnus-Bulanox 
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jknkul [Melik'ean 1964: 512a], Hamsen cgangul [Aéatyan 1947: 242]. For a 
description of this bird, see Ananyan HayKendAsx 3, 1965: 404-415. Note also 
Sulaver jklkuli ‘tadpole’ [HAB 3: 160a]. 

The word jukn ‘fish’ is also found in a few compounds meaning ‘calf of leg’, see 
3.7.3 and s.v. olok‘ ‘shin’. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (Bótticher) et al. (see HAB 3: 160a), connected with the 
Baltic and Greek words for ‘fish’: OPr. suckans, Lith. žuvis, Latv. zuvs, Gr. iydög, - 
voc m. ‘fish’ [Hübschmann 1877: 25; 1897: 471; Meillet 1936: 142; Pokorny 1959: 
416; Mallory/Adams 1997: 205]. 

Winter (1965: 104) points out that the -k- cannot go back to an IE velar *-4/k"- or 
*-g/g"- because in the position after *-u- the (labio)velar would be replaced by the 
reflex of a palatovelar, and concludes that “it seems impossible not to connect it with 
the Proto-Indo-European laryngeal reflected by the vowel length of Gr. iydös”. A 
similar analysis has been given by Kortlandt (1985b: 9 — 2003: 57; see also Beekes 
2003: 196) who derives Arm. jukn ‘fish’ from PIE AccSg *dé"uH-m. The laryngeal 
origin of -k- 1s unconvincing. Likewise implausible is the assumption on acc. 
*éeuhm vs. gen. *$hu-es > PArm. *jegan vs. *ju- (see Eichner 1978: 15234). For a 
further discussion, see Lindeman 1987: 97-98; 1997: 154-157; Rasmussen 1989: 
158, 170-171,6; Ravnees 1991: 143,. The simplest and most attractive explanation is 
*ju- + the suffix -kn (see 2.1.19). 

For a discussion of the relation between Arm. jukn ‘fish’ (< *sutH-? cf. Lith. dial. 
Zutis ‘little fish’, Latv. zutis ‘eel’) and Georg., Megr. zutx ‘sturgeon’, see Jahukyan 
1967a: 81, 1855; Klimov 1994: 178-180; Greppin 1997a: 3845. 


jutb ‘roe, spawn’. 

Unattested. Used only by Kleopatra Sarafyan, Banali gitut'yan, Sankt-Peterburg, 
1788: 64 (in the form culp ‘uxpa’), see HAB 3: 160b; Jahukyan 1967: 100; 1991: 
41. Compared with Arm. ju-kn ‘fish’ (Tasean apud references above). 

Jahukyan (1991: 41-42) compares the component -/b with MIr. reduplicated /elap, 
lenap/b ‘kleines Kind’, allegedly from IE *(s)/eb/p- ‘to hang down loosely’: Skt. 
rámbate, lambate ‘to hang down limply (said of penis, breasts, etc.)’, MHG /impfen 
‘to limp’, Engl. limp ‘schlaff herabhängend’, etc. (cf. Pokorny 1959: 655-657, 959; 
Schrijver 1991: 179; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 436-437). The appurtenance of the 
Irish word to these IE forms is semantically improbable, so Jahukyan (ibid.) 
separates it from them and reconstructs an IE *leb"- ‘youngling, nestling, child’ for 
Celtic and Armenian. He derives Arm. ju-ib from QIE *g"ü-leb"- ‘*fish-youngling’. 

I tentatively propose to derive *-b from atb ‘excrement, dung’. For the semantics 
cf. dial. c #(-t)- ‘liquid excrement, dung’ vs. ‘to bear, give birth (said of animals)’, 
‘to miscarry (said of animals)’, ‘small fish’, etc. (see Amatuni 1912: 645; Acarean 
1913: 1058ab), cirt ‘dung (of birds and flies)’ vs. crt- ‘to spawn’ (see HAB 2: 460b). 


wv 


C 


Canac'em, aor. caneay, imper. canir ‘to know, recognize; to be acquainted, aware’ 
(Bible+); see also s.vv. *can- ‘to know’, can-ak ‘disgrace’, ciacan ‘rainbow’. 
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eDIAL The verb canac em is ubiquitous in the dialects. Apart from Karin, Axalc'xa 
canc el and Ham&en jonc ‘us, there are two basic forms: *Cananc ‘el (n-epenthesis, on 
which, see 2.1.29, 2.1.30.1; infinitive in -e/ ): T'iflis, Ararat, Lrabal, Agulis, Juta, 
etc.; and more widespread *canc‘nal (+ -n-; infinitive in -a/) in the rest. On 
Aslanbeg, see below. T‘iflis has both: čanánč il and Canc ‘nal [HAB 3: 182b]. 

The form *canc ‘nal seems to represent *Canac ‘anal or *canac 'enal. The latter is 
attested in Cyril of Alexandria (see NHB 2: 169b, with a note mk. = ‘dial.’). 

Dial. secondary c -aorist is already attested in John Chrysostom (see NHB 2: 
169b, with a note ot = 'dial."). 

Aéatyan (1898: 32b'', 35a, 85a) represents Aslanbek kösnal (aor. kösc‘a < 
canc ‘c‘a) as showing exceptional developments a > e2 (= 6), and c > k. In HAB 3: 
182b, he has geosna/l]. See also Vaux 2001: 41, 42, 50: gösnal, aor. gösc ‘a. 
Aéaryan does not specify the origin of the initial guttural. 

Aéaryan (HAB, ibid.) notes that in this meaning (ie. ‘to recognize, be 
acquainted’ — HM) g idänil < gitenal ‘to know’ is used in Svedia. 

On Marala canot', see s.v. *can- ‘to know, be acquainted’. 
eETYM Since NHB (2: 169ab), linked with Gr. yıyvookw, yivaoxw ‘to come to 
know, perceive’, Lat. co-gnöskö ‘to learn, get to know’, Skt. jna- ‘to know, 
recognize’ (RV+), etc. Remarkably, Skt. cnat'i is mentioned in NHB 1: 1009c; 
obviously jnati- m. ‘close relative’ (RV+) is meant. Meillet (1894b: 296; 1936: 29) 
is undoubtedly right in deriving canac‘em from *canac‘em, through assimilation. 
Hübschmann (1897: 455-456) rejects this and separates canac‘em from Arm. *can-, 
Skt. jfía-, etc. However, Meillet’s interpretation is commonly accepted (see HAB 2: 
443-444; 3: 182; Jahukyan 1982: 168, 180; 1987: 125, etc.). 

Meillet (1936: 109; 1950: 110) links the present -C‘- with Gr. -ox- and Lat. -sc- of 
cognate forms and assumes a combined *-sk-ye-. Jahukyan (1982: 180-181) points 
out that the -c‘- can go back to either *-ki- nor *-ti- but not to *ski-. In view of the -t‘ 
of canawt‘, he is inclined to *-t-je-. However, *gnhz-sk-ie- > *canac‘em > Canac em 
seems to be the best solution (see also Kortlandt 1991: 2; 1994: 28-29 = 2003: 96, 
105; Clackson 1994: 40; Beekes 2003: 194, 201). 

Alternatively, *canac‘em and canawt‘, i-stem, may be derived from QIE *gnh3-k- 
ie- and *$nh;-k-ti-, respectively (Pedersen 1906: 348 = 1982: 126; Godel 1975: 80; 
Weitenberg 1980: 212). Jahukyan (1987: 168) points out that in this position *-k- 
should drop. With loss of the intervocalic laryngeal, *gn(h3)k-ti- would yield Arm. 
*cant'(i), see 2.1.22.13. However, the intervocalic laryngeal seems to have been 
preserved before a cluster (see 2.1.20). 

The connection of canawt' with Skt. jrapti-h “Erkenntnis, Kunde’ (Pokorny 
1959: 376-377 and Jahukyan 1987: 125, 168, with refer.) is improbable. 


*élo/upur ‘walnut’. 
eDIAL Larabat *cfopur ‘walnut (ripe, with hard shell)’ [Atarean 1913: 723a], or 
Cotopur (also in Nuxi), clupur [Amatuni 1912: 151a, 439a]. The actual forms are: 
Larabat dolspur, čəłúpur, Culipur, Hadrut‘, Salax culüpur, Mehti8en čəłupúr 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 352]; Goris Catuper, culuper [Margaryan 1975: 433a]. 
eETYM Lap'anc'yan (1961: 76, 90; 1975: 369-370) treats as a loan from Megr. 
cubur-, Laz Cubu(r)-, Cubr- ‘chestnut’ (cf. Georg. cabl- ‘chestnut’), offering no 
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satisfactory explanation for *c- > *ct-. Klimov (1964: 247; cf. also 1998: 305-306) 
mentions the comparison with reservation. He was more positive in 1971: 225-226. 
For the addition of -+ one might think of contamination with unattested *čeł- 
‘acorn’ from *e"e/h;-: Russ. Zelud’, SCr. Zélüd ‘acorn’, etc. (vs. *e"Ih;-: Lith. gilé, 
Arm. katin, q.v.); this is highly hypothetical. 
Jahukyan (1967: 167) mentions colopurt ‘opex’ next to kadin, in the list of words 
with alternation k : c. 


*ém- (< *cim-) ‘to squeeze, press’; dial. also ‘to knead’, ‘to trample down’, etc. 
čm-l-em ‘to squeeze, press’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL cm-l-em has been preserved in Sué‘ava, Moks, Tigranakert; with metathesis: 
Mus člmil. Widespread is *@m-F-(t‘-)em (with metathesis: Aslanbek, Sebastia, Akn 
*jormel, Salmast mcrel (for mc-, see also below, on *cmur); with epenthetic -b-: 
Tiflis Embril) [Aéatean 1913: 725-726; HAB 3: 207a]. Also widespread is the noun 
*čmuř. In Xarberd, Baberd, T‘iflis, Lori, Larabat: combur, with epenthetic -b- 
[Aéarean 1913: 725]. In Marala, Moks, R&tunik': mcur, with metathesis; cf. Salmast 
mcrel above. The verb *cm-r-el is, then, denominative. See also below, on a 
secondary denominative verb Larabat *¢m-ur-el. 

Some other forms which belong here too: Larabat *@m-il ‘to bend down under a 
burden’ (see below), Lazax *cm-r-u-il ‘to stretch oneself; Van *cmk'il ‘to be 
pressed’; Ararat, Larabat, Mus Cm-I-k-(o)t- next to Ararat, Lazax, T‘iflis clm-k-ot- 
(with metathesis) ‘to stretch oneself’; Larabat *cmp ‘el ‘to seize, snatch something 
out of smb.’s hand’ (on the semantics, see below), etc. [Acarean 1913: 718b, 
724-726]. Compare also Van, Bulanox, etc. kcmt/t'el and Ararat cmkt'el, cmtk 'el 
(Amatuni 1912: 348b) which, together with MidArm. kcmt‘el, kömt‘el, kmct‘el ‘to 
pinch’ (also kcmtil in Grigoris, see MijHayBar 1, 1987: 401a), are derived from 
kic-/kic- ‘to bite, sting’ [HAB 3: 587ab], but some of the forms, especially cm-t el 
and cm-k-t -el, may in fact belong to (or influenced by) cm- ‘to squeeze, press’. 

Larabat, Hadrut‘, Salax, Mehtisen čəm-el or cam-il (see Davt'yan 1966: 421) 
represents the *pure" stem. According to HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 383b), the form is 
also found in a number of the Western dialects. It is still in use in Armenia, e.g. in 
my mother's village Erazgavors. 

Acafyan (1913: 725a) records Larabat cmoril ‘to trample down’ as identical with 
*¢m-r-el, distinguished with a semantic nuance. Strictly speaking, this form reflects 
*cm-ur-el (with regular development -u- > Larabat -5-) and is secondarily based on 
the noun *cm-ur : Larabal camór(na) [Davt'yan 1966: 421]. Since Larabat has both 
the verbs camrél (Davt'yan 1966: 421) and cmoril and the noun *cm-ur, the 
relationship of the forms should be explained as follows: Larabat Camrel reflects the 
old, dialectally widespread *cm-r-el, which is probably a denominative verb based 
on *cm-ur (also present in Larabal) and comes therefore from *cmur-el, whereas 
cmó3ril must be treated as due to secondary restoration of the vowel -u- (> --). 
eETYM Pedersen (1906: 393 = 1982: 171) connects cmlem ‘to press’ and cim, cem 
‘Zaum’ with each other and with Gr. yévro ‘he took’, óy-yeuog: ovAAaßr, OCS Zemo, 
Zeti ‘to squeeze, press’, MIr. gemel ‘fetter’; cf. also Olc. kumla ‘quetschen, 
verwunden’, Norwegian kumla ‘Klumpen; kneten, zusammenpressen’, etc.: PIE 
*gem- ‘to seize, take; to squeeze, press’. Rejected by Aécaryan (HAB 3: 207a) but 
accepted by Pokorny (1959: 368) and Jahukyan (1987: 125). 
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ma (dial.) ‘mother’, ‘food, eating’ (a nursery word). 
eDIAL Van (voc.) ma ‘mamma’; Polis ma ‘eating’ [Alafean 1913: 740a, 747b]; 
Partizak, Hamsen, Karin, Mus, Moks ma ‘mamma’ [HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 7a]. 
eETYM A nursery word probably of IE origin, cf. Skt. mà ‘mother’, Gr. uà ‘mother’, 
NEngl. ma, etc. See s.v. mam(a) ‘mother’. 


magil, a-stem: GDP! magl-a-c ‘, IPl magl-a-w-k' ‘claw’ (Bible+). 
eETYM See s.v. elungn ‘nail’. 


mal ‘bullock, cattle’, in a list of male animal names after duar ‘cattle’ (Grigor 
Magistros’s commentary on the Armenian translation of Dionysios Thrax, see 
Adonc‘ 1915=2008: 239"), 

The meaning ‘ram’ (NHB 2: 189a) or ‘sheep’ (modern literature, see below) is 
conditioned by the wrong etymological association with Gr. undov ‘sheep’. The 
dialectal evidence clearly points to ‘cattle’. 
eDIAL Axalc‘xa, Karin mal ‘cattle’ [HAB 3: 224b]; the same is found in many other 
dialects [HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 10b]. 
eETYM The comparison with Gr. uAov ‘small cattle, sheep and goats’, Celt. *milo- 
‘animal’, Olc. smali ‘small domesticated animals, esp. sheep’, Dutch maal ‘young 
cow’, etc. (NHB 2: 189a; Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 46; Pokorny 1959: 724; Frisk 2: 
226-227; Mallory/Adams 1997: 23b) is untenable. Likewise untenable is the 
connection with Gr. uaAAög ‘flock of wool, fleece’ (Greppin 1981d; for a discussion 
cf. Hamp 1982c). The Armenian word refers to ‘cattle’ rather than to ‘sheep’, as is 
frequently cited. Aëatvan (HAB 3: 224; see also Clackson 1994: 182, 232350) 
convincingly identifies the word with MidArm. mal ‘property, possession; cattle’ 
(MijHayBar 2, 1992: 97-98) treating it as borrowed from Arab. mal ‘possession’. 


malem ‘to grind, crush, break’ (Daniel 2.40 [Cowe 1992: 162], Seal of Faith, Zak‘aria 
Kat‘otikos, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.), ‘to castrate’ (Bible+); *mul- ‘to grind; to rub’ in 
ml-alac* (a-stem in NHB 2: 283a without evidence) ‘miller, corn-grinder', a 
compound with af- ‘to grind’ (Ephrem, Nerses Lambronac‘1), and in ml-ml-em ‘to 
rub’ (Nilus of Ancyra, Paterica). 

See also s.vv. mamul 'pressing machine'; *ml-i/uk, *ml-ak *midge; bed-bug; 
nit’; mat ‘sieve’; mi(m)el ‘chaff, midge, etc.’, “mut ‘the grinding of corn’, *mtmo/ut 
‘moth’ 
eDIAL HAB has no dialectsl records for malem, mamul, mlmlem, ml-alac '. 
According to Aéaryan (HAB 3: 225a), here belongs MaSkert (Xarberd-Arabkir 
region) mut ‘the grinding of corn’ (see also Gabikean 1952: 412). 
eETYM Derived from PIE *melH-: Skt. mar', mrnäti ‘to crush’, Gr. An ‘handmill, 
mill; (the lower) millstone’, Lat. molere ‘to grind’, Olr. meilid ‘to grind’, Goth. 
malan, OHG malan ‘to grind, mill’, melm ‘dust’, OEngl. melu ‘meal’, Lith. malti ‘to 
grind, mill’, möle ‘grist’, Latv. malt ‘to grind, mill’, OCS mleti, meljo ‘to grind, 
mill’, Russ. molöt’, melju ‘to grind, mill’, Hitt. malla-' ‘to mill, grind’, CLuw. 


#7 The comparison of Arm. ml- with Gr. uöAn has been suggested already in NHB 2: 283a. 
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mal(h)u- ‘to break’, mammal(h)u- ‘to crush, break’, etc., see Hübschmann 1883: 41; 
1897: 471; 1899: 45-46; Meller 1924: 4-6; HAB 3: 225 with references, 327-328; 
Pokorny 1959: 716-718; Jahukyan 1987: 137-138; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 319- 
320; Mallory/Adams 1997: 247a. 

Lith. málti and Skt. mrnáti < *ml-né-H-ti point to a laryngeal, which is usually 
considered to be *h,- on the ground of Gr. uóAevpov ‘flour’ (with a- probably taken 
from óAevpov ‘flour’), Myc. mereuro ‘flour’, meretriya ‘females who turn the mill’ 
(Chantraine 1968-80: 662a, 721; Klingenschmitt 1982: 1454; Schrijver 1991: 103, 
394). However, the Luwian evidence points to *-h>- (see Kloekhorst 2008: 547). 

Meillet 1922m: 259 points out that the vocalism of Umbr. maletu agrees with that 
of Gaul. malu and Arm. malem *je mouds' and not with that of Lat. molitum (see 
also Speirs 1984: 62-63; for a discussion of the Italic and Celtic forms, see Schrijver 
1991: 103; 394, 445; 1995: 81-82). Thus malem can be derived from *mI(H)-e- or 
*ml(H)-eie- (for a discussion, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 145-147). 

The noun mamul ‘press’ represents an iterative reduplication of the type of karkut 
‘hail’, see Meller 1898: 280; HAB 3: 243-244. Hübschmann 1899: 46 is sceptical 
on the etymology because of the semantic difference; note however the semantic 
development seen in Toch. B mäl- ‘to crush, repress, oppress’, mely- ‘to crush, 
squeeze, lay waste' (on which see Adams 1999: 456-457, 470). For the reduplication 
type, see further s.vv. alj-a-m-ulj ‘darkness, twilight’, mamur ‘moss’, cf. also 
kerakur ‘food’ from ker- ‘to eat’ (q.v.)." The simplex *mul// may be regarded as a 
secondary creation based on ma-mul. On the other hand, one may think of an old 
derivative *m/H- (or *molH-, with o-vocalism as in /oganam ‘to bathe’, q.v., see 
Schrijver 1991: 394 and espec. 445) with an obscure *-u- (perhaps due to the labial 
*m- before a syllabic resonant; cf. Olsen 1999: 779), compare Gr. uöAn ‘handmill, 
mill’. Some scholars posit *mu(e)IH-, with an old *-u- (Rasmussen 1985: 39-41 = 
1999: 115-117; Olsen 1999: 27, 953). At any case, the group of *me/al-, mamul and 
*mul/ is structurally in a way comparable to kerakur and kur vs. ker- ‘to eat’ (q.v.). 

If indeed belonging here, matem ‘to sieve’ can be derived from *ml-n- (cf. Skt. 
myná- and PToch. *ml-nH-ske/o-, see Adams 1999: 456-457) with analogical (n)e- 
conjugation (cf. ařnem ‘to make’ vs. aor. ar-ar, k‘amem ‘to press’, etc.), unless one 
treats it as a denominative verb based on mal, i-stem ‘sieve’ < *ml(H)- + *-ni-, cf. i- 
stems ban ‘word’, jayn ‘voice’, etc. The basic meaning of matem ‘to sieve’ would 
then be ‘to pulverize' < ‘to crush’. 

It is not certain that PIE *me/H- ‘to grind’ is identical with *melh;- ‘soft’: Gr. 
uoAaxkog ‘weak, soft, tender’, etc. (Schrijver 1995: 78; cf. Beekes 1969: 198), on 
which see s.vv. metk ‘soft, weak, slack’, meim ‘soft, mild, gentle’. At any case, there 
are forms which probably show an association (either etymological or 
contaminational) between these two sets of words, see s.vv. meim "soft, mild, gentle, 
calm; softly, gently’, dial. *m(e)imet ‘quiet, calm, fine; moth, midge’, mi(m)et ‘fine 
chaff, dust’, *mi-mo/ul ‘moth, clothes moth’. 


mah, u-stem: GDISg mah-u; an-stem: GDSg mah-u-an, AblSg i mah-u-an-e, ISg 
mah-u-am-b, NPl mah-un-k‘ (abundant evidence in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 


88 Note also Skt. intensive marmartu ‘er soll zermalmen? (see Klingenschmitt 1982: 1466); on 
this word see, however, Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 319. 
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956-959) ‘death’, ‘massacre; pestilence’ (Bible+); marh ‘death’ (several times in 
Ephrem, see HAB 3: 233b); mah-oy ‘mortal’ (in a homily attributed to Elise, see 
HAB 3: 233b). 

For a morphological discussion, see Jahukyan 1959: 265, 326; 1982: 96, 122-123; 
Godel 1975: 106; E. Tumanjan 1978: 231, 296. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. A genitive *mah-man is present in Polis and Akn 
[HAB 3: 234a]. 
eETYM Arm. mah has been considered a native word related with Skt. mrtyu- m. 
‘death’, Av. maradiiu- m. ‘death’, Goth. maurdr ‘murder’, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 
472; Pokorny 1959: 735; Alabekyan 1979: 93-94); for the forms, see Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 371-372; Lehmann 1986: 249). Further see mard ‘human being’, 
meranim ‘to die’. 

However, Arm. mah, u-stem ‘death’ is obviously an Iranian loanword, going back 
to a form derived from *mr-tu- or *mr-ti-u- (or *mrtro-), see HAB 3: 234a and 
Jahukyan 1959: 265, both with hesitation; Bailey 1930-31: 62; Bolognesi 1960: 17- 
19; Benveniste 1964: 2; Schmitt 1967: 69424; 1983: 94; Godel 1975: 64; Jahukyan 
1982: 123, 22363; Jahukyan 1987: 181, 533, 55172, 560, 562; L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 
250-251; Olsen 1999: 859, 893. 


mat, i-stem: GDSg mat-i (Plato), IPl mat-i-w-k‘ (Paterica); n-stem: i malin-s (Sirach 
27.4/5); o-stem: GDPI mat-o-c', IPI mat-o-v-k‘ (several attestations in Hexaemeron 
with the meaning ‘honeycomb’, see K. Muradyan 1984: 263-266) ‘sieve, winnowing 
basket’ in Sirach 27.4/5 (corresponding to Gr. xdoxivov) and Paterica, ‘basket’ in 
Plato, ‘honeycomb’ in Hexaemeron (see above), Evagrius of Pontus, John 
Chrysostom, Grigor Astuacaban; matem ‘to sieve’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 237a]. 
eETYM Térvisean and Müller (see HAB 3: 237a) connected mał to the group of 
malem ‘to grind, crush, break’ (see there for more detail). ACafyan (HAB ibid.) does 
not accept the comparison and leaves the origin of the word open. 


malt‘, i-stem ‘prayer, supplication’ (IPl malt -i-w-k' in Plato and Nersés Snorhali); 

matt‘em ‘to implore, prey’, in Wisdom 13.18 (rendering Gr. ixetev@), etc (Bible+). 

In ModArm., molt el means ‘to wish something to someone’ [Malxaseanc‘ HBB 
3: 244a]. According to A. A. Abrahamyan (1970: 100-101, with discussion; 1994: 
88/89), this meaning occurs in a troublesome passage from Eznik Kotbac‘i 1.27. 
Schmid (1900: 86) renders by begiinstigen. 
eETYM Bugge (1889: 15) connected with Lith. maldyti ‘to implore’. This and other 
cognates which are added later (OCS moliti ‘to ask, pray’, Hitt. mald-'/mald- ‘to 
recite, make a vow’, OS meldön ‘to report, tell’, etc.) point to *me/old^- or *-d-; 
therefore for Armenian a different form is postulated, namely *mel-th- [Meillet 
1898: 277; Benveniste 1932; Szemerényi 1954: 164-165; Solta 1960: 260-261]. 
According to Jahukyan (1967b: 7147; cf. also 1987: 138, 181), the form matt‘ beside 
PIE *mel-d'- implies that either the Armenian word is a loan, or the *-d”- is a 
determinative, and Arm. -t‘- goes back to a parallel form with *-rh-. 

However, the existence of this PIE phoneme is usually rejected, and the 
restoration of a determinative *-th- is uncertain. Furthermore, the problem of the 
vocalism is stil unsolved. 
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I propose to treat molt em as a denominative verb based on malt‘, i-stem, wich 
can be explained as a *ti-deverbative with a regular zero-grade: *mld”-ti- > PArm. 
*mal(d)t'i- > malt‘, -i. See 2.1.22.13. 


mam, u-stem ‘grandmother’ (Middle Armenian), hypocoristic mam-ik [HAB 3: 242a; 

MijHayBar 2, 1992: 194]; dial. mam(a), mam-i(k) ‘grandmother, mother’. 

The plant-name mamxopop mentioned here by Aéaryan (HAB 3: 242a) belongs 
rather with mamux "a kind of wild plum’. 
eDIAL The forms mam, mama, mami, mamik are widespread in the dialects, mostly 
meaning ‘grandmother’. In some dialects: ‘grandmother’, ‘nurse, midwife’, ‘old 
woman’, etc. Note voc. forms: Van mama, Mus, Byut‘ania mama, etc. [Amatuni 
1912: 456b; Aéafean 1913: 747-748; HAB 3: 242-243; HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 19]. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 3: 242) considered a borrowing from Gr. vom ‘mother, 
mother's breast, grandmother'. This view is untenable since such a widespread 
nursery word would hardly be a Greek loan. One rather posits a nursery word of IE 
origin [Jahukyan 1972: 300; 1987: 56, 136, 179, 275, 427; Huld apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 386a]", cf. Lat. mamma ‘mother, nurse, grandmother, 
mother’s breast, Lith. mama, Russ. mama, Welsh mam ‘mother’, NPers. mam 
*mother', etc. For further IE and non-IE forms and a discussion, see HAB 3: 242; 
Pokorny 1959: 694; Szemerényi 1977: 8; Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 386a.” 

Note also ma ‘mother; food’ (q.v.), comparable with Skt. mà ‘mother’, Gr. wa 
‘mother’, NEngl. ma, Chinese mà ‘mother’, etc. Further see s.vv. mama ‘food, 
bread, eating’ and *mam-uk ‘spider’. 


mama (dial.) ‘food, bread, eating’. 
eDIAL Polis mam(m)a ‘food’, Ararat mama ‘eating’ [Aéarean 1913: 747b], Sebastia 
mama ‘bread’ [Gabikean 1952: 386], etc. [HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 19b]. 
eETYM A nursery word probably of IE origin. Further see s.vv. mam(a) 
‘grandmother, mother’, p ‘ap ‘a ‘bread, food’. 


*mam-uk (dial.) ‘spider’. 
eETYM Composed of mam ‘mother, grandmother’ (cf. also mam-ik ‘id., see s.v.) and 
the diminutive suffix -uk. For the dialectal forms and for other examples of the 
semantic development ‘grandmother’ > ‘spider’ or ‘scorpion’ or ‘snail’, see 3.5.2.1. 


mamul (o-stem: GDSg maml-o-y, GDPI oc" NHB 2: 200c without evidence) 
‘squeezing implement, pressing machine’ (Agat'angelos, Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.), ‘the 
essence or purpose of a book’ (Evagrius of Pontus, etc.). 
eETYM See s.v. malem ‘to crush, grind’. 


mamur (o-stem according to NHB 2: 200c without evidence) ‘moss’ (Hexaemeron, 
Gregory of Nyssa, Paterica, etc.); mamr-a-xndir ‘moss-searching’ in Lazar P‘arpec‘i 
(1904-1985: 10?) 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 244b]. 


7 Jahukyan (1987: 179) points out that Polis mami *nurse, midwife’ is obviously of Greek 
origin. Also apomam is a Greek loan (cf. s.v. pap ‘grandfather’). 
? Georg. mama ‘father’ vs. deda ‘mother’ is noted already in NHB 2: 200b. 
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In a fairy-tale based on a folk-motif and written by H. T‘umanyan (5, 1994: 
227-'6. native of Lori, one finds mur referring to the green moss on stones in a river. 
eETYM Since Bugge 1893: 17, connected with Olc. mosi m. *moss, moorland', OHG 
mos n. ‘moss, marsh’, Russ. mox ‘moss’, Lith. müsai pl. m. ‘mould’, musos ‘id.’, 
Lat. muscus m. ‘moss’, etc. HAB 3: 244 with references (Aéaryan himself does not 
accept the etymology); Pokorny 1959: 742; cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 385b without 
Armenian. 

Greppin (1981b: 6) considers the etymology as "impossible since Armenian does 
not show evidence for rhotacism". In fact, the Armenian form is usually explained as 
a reduplication of *mur « *mus-ro- (Bugge 1893: 17; Pokorny 1959: 742; Jahukyan 
1987: 139, 182). The addition of *-ro- may have been triggered by an influence of 
mawr ‘mud, marsh’’', which is often taken as etymologically identical with mamur 
(cf. Jahukyan 1982: 70); note especially Russ. murók ‘meadow grass’, SCr. múra 
‘mud, clay’, Lith. mauras ‘mud’, maurai ‘duckweed, silt, mud’, Latv. maürs ‘grass, 
lawn’, etc. (for the forms, see EtimSlovSlavJaz 20, 1994: 191-195; Derksen 2008: 
331). Most interesting is the direct equation of PArm. *mus-r- with Slav. *mox-r- 
‘thin moss on trees and stones’ explicitly stated in EtimSlovSlavJaz 20, 1994: 215- 
216, 217. 

For the type of reduplication cf. ka-rkut ‘hail’ vs. OCS grad» ‘hail’, ma-mul 
“squeezing implement, pressing machine’ from malem ‘to crush, grind’ (see s.vv.). 

If reliable, dial. mur may be an archaic relic of the simplex *mur < from *mus- 
ro-. 


*mayem ‘to bleat (of the sheep)’ (Lex). 

@DIAL Preserved in Axalc'xa, Karin, Van, as well as in the meaning ‘to mew (of the 
cat)’ — in Zeyt'un, Karin (with -d-), Van (mayuyel), Akn (me*yan ‘a cat that mews a 
lot), Samaxi mdyvo*c‘ ‘miaow’ [HAB 3: 245a]. The Van form has an initial p-: 
payel (see also Ataryan 1952: 279), which represents bayel (cf. HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 156b) and may be linked with /sheep-imitating/ baaa, beee. 

eETYM Aëatvan (HAB 3: 245a) correctly treats the word as onomatopoeic. 
Consequently, he considers the resemblance with Skt. ma-: mimati “brüllen, blóken, 
meckern’, ámimet ‘briillte’, memyant- *meckernd', mäyü- m. ‘das Blóken, Brüllen’ 
(RV+); Gr. unkaouaı ‘bleat (of sheep)’ and others as accidental, which is not 
necessarily true. Cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 394b (with the Armenian form). Note 
also YAv. anu-maiia- “blökend (vom Schaf); Schaf’. 

Despite the onomatopoeic character of the root, I tentatively reconstruct *meh>-i-. 
From this one may perhaps derive Uran, *maisá- ‘sheep’ (Skt. mesa- m. ‘ram, male 
sheep’, f. mesi- ‘female sheep’; YAv. maesa- m. ‘sheep’), of which no deeper 
etymology is recorded in Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 380 (the cognate forms have 
secondary semantics: ‘skin of sheep’). Iran. *maisá- ‘sheep’ can reflect *mehzi-so-. 

For a possible k-suffixation, see s.v. mak 'i. 


mayr; ` GDSg mawr, ISg mar-b, NPI mar-k', GDPI mar-c', IPL mar-b-k' ‘mother’ 
(Bible +). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 247a]. 


?! Note also the synonymous /awr ‘moss’. 
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eETYM From PIE *meh;ter- f. ‘mother’: Skt. mätar, GSg matür, Gr. untmp, untép-a, 
Dor. uátņp ‘mother’, Lat. mater, OEngl. mödor, Lith. möte ‘wife; (dial.) mother’, 
etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 472; HAB 3: 246-247 with lit. 

See also s.vv. mawru ‘stepmother’ and mayr ‘cedar, etc.’. 


mayr;, i-stem: GDPI mayr-i-c‘, IPl mayr-i-w-k‘ ‘cedar; pine’, prob. also ‘juniper’, etc. 
(Bible+). 

In Biblical attestations Arm. mayr frequently corresponds to Gr. xédpoc ‘cedar’, 
x£ópivog ‘of cedar-wood’. In an enumeration of tree-names from 2 Paralipomenon 
2.8 (Xalat‘eanc’ 1899: 57a), Arm. mayr seems to render dpxevvocg ‘juniper, 
Juniperus macrocarpa’ (see s.v. katamax for the passage). Elsewhere in 
Paralipomenon, however, it corresponds to Gr. xéópoc ‘cedar’, k&öpıvog ‘of cedar- 
wood’: p ‘ayt mayr : Cola k&öpıva in 1 Paralipomenon 14.1, i tacars mayrakop ‘eays : 
év oiko keöpivo in 17.1, tacars mayrakop‘s : olkov xédpivov in 17.6, p‘aytamayr : 
Cola Kédpiva in 22.4, zmayr p‘aytn : tac kéðpovç in 2 Paralipomenon 1.15, etc. 
(Xalat'eanc* 1899: 28a, 32b, 33a, 40b, 56a). 

The word sometimes renders Gr. zevxy ‘pine’, e.g. erkus durs i p 'aytic' mayric' : 
dvo Üopag é0Acv nzeuktvov (3 Kings 6.32); elewnap 'aytiwk' ew p 'aytiwk' mayric‘ : 
év Colors keópivoig kai Ev GvAoi¢ mevkivorg (3 Kings 9.11). 

In Psalms, Arm. mayr corresponds to Gr. xéópog 'cedar' (28.5, 36.35, 79.11, 
91.13, 103.16, 148.9). It is therefore clear that mayr, -i-c‘ ‘cedar’ is distinct from 
mayri, -e-a-c' ‘woods’ both formally and semantically, note gtak‘ zna i dasts 
mayreac' ` eüpouev oüruu Ev roig nedloıg Tod Öpvuod (Psalms 131.6). Here thus 
mayri = Gr. öpvuog “bush, thicket’. In Hexaemeron homily 5, however, mayr occurs 
three times, rendering Gr. kx&öpog ‘cedar’, öpvuog “bush, thicket’, and zitu¢ ‘pine, fir, 
spruce’, see K. Muradyan 1984: 14297 151" (on these passages see 34057, 341), 
162"; glossed 375b. 
eETYM The connections with OCS smreca ‘juniper’ and smrca ‘cedar’ (Bugge 1893: 
17-18; see also Hübschmann 1899: 48 and HAB 3: 248a with references to Pictet 
and Brugmann) and Latv. mitra ‘box-tree’, etc. (Lidén 1905-06: 493-494) are 
formally difficult. In the additional list of possible correspondences, in the last 
chapter of his book on PIE trees, P. Friedrich (1970: (SU. cf.45) links Arm. mayr 
with Latv. mitra ‘box-tree’, OCS smréca ‘juniper’, smrca ‘cedar’. These forms have 
been compared with Proto-Finno-Ugric *mor3 ‘tree species’, Proto-Lapp *möre 
‘tree’, Hungarian mor ‘spruce’, as well as with Tungus dialects mar ‘spruce’ 
(Campbell 1990: 163); cf. also Egypt. mrw ‘Lebanese cedar’, etc. (see Illic-Svityé 
1976: 45; Bomhard 2008, 2: 819-820). 

Jahukyan (1987: 137, 212, 231, 398) keeps citing the word as mayri (semantic 
paragraph 8.64), and once (264) — mayr(i). In fact, the word (denoting a kind of tree) 
only appears as mayr, and the form with -i refers to ‘woods’ and ‘den, lair’, see s.vv. 
mayri, and mayri», respectively. 

Many attestations show that the wood of the tree mayr was used as building- 
material. One therefore connects the word with Lat. materia, materies *material, 
building materials; timber; subject-matter' and Arm. mayri “forest, woods’ (q.v.), 
deriving them, as has been suggested by Müller 1890: 4, from the IE word for 
‘mother’ (cf. mayr, ‘mother’, q.v.), see also HAB 3: 247-248; Olsen 1999: 83-84. 
The basic meaning is thus ‘timber, wood’ > ‘woods’. 
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On the strength of the semantic and formal resemblance of mayr ‘cedar, pine’ 
with Proto-Finno-Ugric *mor3 ‘tree species’, Hungarian mor ‘spruce’, Tungus 
dialects mar ‘spruce’, Egypt. mrw ‘Lebanese cedar’, etc., as well as the Armenian 
forms with aberrant vocalism mori ‘forest’ (q.v.) which seems to somehow 
correspond to the labial element of some non-Armenian forms, one may assume a 
PArm. *marw ‘cedar, pine, etc.’ or the like, a wandering tree-name, with a 
subsequent contamination with mayri ‘timber, wood; woods’. 


mayri,, ea-stem: GDPl mayre-a-c ' (Bible+), cf. also DLocSg mayr-w-oj (Alexander 
Romance) ‘woods, forest, thicket’ (Bible+). 

Some textual illustrations: 

In Deuteronomy 19.5 (Cox 1981: 152): ew or ok‘ mtanic'e and ankeri iwrum i 
mayri harkanel p‘ayt “and when a man goes into the forest with his friend to cut 
wood”. In Psalms 131.6: gtak' zna i dasts mayreac ' ` güpouesv avbtny Ev toic medlorg 
TOD Öpvuod. 

In Eise (Ter-Minasyan 1989: Ae. transl. Thomson 1982: 77): leranc‘ ew 
daStac‘ ew mayreac ‘ “on the mountains and plains and forests". 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.41 (1913=1991: 166"'*): Tnke ew mayri mec <...>. Ew 
anuané zantarn Cnndoc‘ : “He also planted a great forest <...>. And he called the 
forest Cnndoc‘ (Genesis). Thomson (1978: 182) translates mayri as ‘forest of Dr 
trees’. However, mayri is a generic term for ‘forest’. Note that according to P‘awstos 
Buzand 3.8 (see Garsoian 1989: 75) this forest appears to be of oak (katin). 

Similarly, the passage from 2.49 (177"'), Jerntu lini nma ew Erasx p'aytiwk' 
mayreac‘, is translated by Thomson (1978: 190) as follows: “The Araxes [river] 
provided him with pine wood”. In fact, p 'aytiwk' mayreac ‘ should be understood as 
“with wood of forests". Note also 2.6 (1913=1991: 108"°), i gijin ew i maraxlut telis 
mayreac', correctly translated by him (p. 135) as “to the wet and foggy regions of 
forests". 

The word mayri ‘woods, thicket’ seems to be identical with mayri ‘den, lair’ 
(q.v.). Note that both have aberrant alternative form mori (q.v.). For the contextual 
basis of this relation note e.g. the following attestations from the Alexander 
Romance (H. Simonyan 1989: 423", 463-7, 476"'%: gazank‘ bazumk‘ elin i 
mayrwoc'n “numerous beasts came out of the woods”; p'axean ew mtin i mëi 
mayrojn "they ran away and enter into the forest"; banakec'an i mej mayrwoj mioy 
"they camped in a forest". Note also Job 38.40 (Cox 2006: 248). 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Artial, Xotrjur, Karin, AlaSkert, T‘iflis, Ararat, 
Moks [HAB 3: 248b]. Of these the Artial form mori deserves particular attention. It 
is recorded from Sué‘ava, Poland (see Aéafyan 1953: 279), and Hungary (p. 194). 
For textual evidence, see op. cit. 251 (twice). The development ay > > is not regular 
for Artial (cf. Acaryan 1953: 46-49). Interestingly, this dialectal form seems to be 
attested in this dialectal area since the 16"-century. For this and other MidArm. and 
dialectal attestations, see s.v. mori, *woods'. 

In other dialects the word has been preserved in compounds, e.g. *mayri-a-haw 
lit. ‘bird of woods’ > Larabat mir(i)háv, Hadrut‘ miriháv [Davt'yan 1966: 423], and 
Goris ma/irhav [Margaryan 1975: 443a], probably referring to ‘a kind of pheasant’ 
(Ananyan HayKendAàx 3, 1965: 184; Margaryan 1975: 443a; Bakunc‘ 1, 1976: 
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72ff, 177ff, note by R. Ixanyan in 630) or *heath-cock, black-cock’ (see Lisic*yan 
1969: 1415s, glossing mirhav by Russ. memepee). 

eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 3: 247b) compares the word with Lat. materia, materies 
“material, building materials; timber; subject-matter’, which is possibly derived from 
the IE word for ‘mother’ (see s.v. mayr; ‘mother’). For this explanation of the Latin 
word (without Armenian), see Ernout/Meillet 1959: 390; Schrijver 1991: 384; de 
Vaan 2008: 367. 

For the semantic development cf. also Pahl. mädag ‘essence, substance’ from 
mad ‘mother’, cf. matak ‘female’, Arm. matak, etc. (see MacKenzie 1971: 53; 
Nyberg 1974: 128-129; HAB 3: 266-267). Note also Gr. uńtpa, Ion. -5 f. ‘womb’ > 
‘core, heart-wood of trees’. 

For ‘wood’ > ‘forest’ cf. Fr. bois, Engl. wood-s (see s.v. an-tar ‘forest’; further see 
Jahukyan 1987: 137; Olsen 1999: 441). For the semantic relationship ‘pine-tree’ : 
*pinewood' : ‘pine forest; coniferous forest; forest’ cf. OCS bors and relatives (see 
Tolstoj 1969: 22-43; EtimSlovSlavJaz 2, 1975: 216-217). Another example can be 
found in Chirikba 1985: 102". 

The Latin word vacillates between the ie- and ia-declensions (for a discussion, 
see Steinbauer apud Mayrhofer 1986: 133, 133,59; Schrijver 1991: 367-370). If one 
assumes -ia < *-i(e)h;- and -iés > *-ieh;-, the Armenian forms may be explained as 
follows: *meh;ter-ieh;- > PArm. *mayri- ‘wood (as building material)’ > Arm. mayr, 
i-stem (tree); *mehzter-ieh;- > PArm. *mayri(y)a- ‘wood (as building material); 
woods, forest’ > Arm. mayri, -eac <‘. 

Arm. mayri, ‘den, lair’ (q.v.) is equated with mayri, ‘woods’< ‘woods as 
dwelling-place for beasts’ (see HAB 3: 247b). It has a parallel classical form mori, 
‘den, lair’ (q.v.). The vocalic correspondence ay vs. o is not clear (for a suggestion, 
see s.v. mayr ‘cedar, pine’). Arm. mori, ‘woods’ (q.v.) seems to be an important 
intermediary between class. mayri ‘woods’ and mayri/mori ‘den, lair’. 


mayri,, ea-stem: GDADIPI (i) mayr-e-a-c' (e.g. i mayreac ' ariwcuc‘ : 6x0 uavópóv 
A&óvvov in Canticum 4.8) ‘den, lair’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Probably derived from mayri; ‘woods’ (q.v.). The basic meaning of mayri, 
(and mori») ‘den, lair’ is, then, “woods as dwelling-place for beasts’. 

Alternatively, mayri ‘den, lair’ may be regarded as a substratum word, cf. Gr. 
uavöpä f. ‘fold, pound, stable’ (also ‘cloister’ in apyı-uavöpirng ‘chief of a cloister, 
abbot) and Skt. mandirá- n. 'dwelling, house', mandurá f. 'stable'; cf. the 
phonological correspondence between Gr. &vzpov ‘cave’ and Arm. ayr ‘cave’ (q.v.). 
This is uncertain, however. 


maskat‘ew, an epithet of the bat (č ikan) in Hexaemeron, homily 8, as an adjective 
describing the bat (see K. Muradyan 1984: 259?) or a wing of the bat: t'alant'ard 
maskat ‘ew t'ewovk' (ibid.: 276.-!'). Later it comes to denote ‘bat’. This meaning is 
recorded in *BZ&karan" and Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 2097, 264N985). 
Its only attestation is found, according to HAB 3: 261a, in Arak'el Siwnec'i (15" 
cent.). In fact, it is much older. I find it in the earliest edition of the Alexander 
Romance, in the oldest manuscript (Nr 10151 of Matenadaran) from the 13" century 
(see H. Simonyan 1989: 423.7). On this manuscript representing the hitherto 
unknown original edition, see op. cit. 14-16, 49-50, 364. In the final edition 
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maskat‘ew has been replaced by the “more normal” coljikan (op. cit. 290"); some 
verses further (op. cit. 2915): t‘ew maske unein “they had winges of skin". It is also 
attested in “Govank‘ t‘té‘noc‘” (see Mnac'akanyan 1980: 252”), written, 
according to Mnac‘akanyan 1980, by Kirakos Episkopos (13-14* cent.): 

Maskat 'ewin p 'etur c'kayr, 

Zinc‘ or gorce zsekn kawskar. 

Further: in Asar Sebastac‘i (16-17ch cent.), see D. M. Karapetyan 1993: 211^; in 
the glossary: 364. 
eDIAL No dialectal forms are given in HAB. However, the word masketep ‘bat’ 
recorded in the Turkish dialect of Ham&en, as shown by Uwe Bläsing (1992: 58"), 
allows to postulate the existence of the word in the Armenian Hamáen. Bläsing says: 
“Für das Armenische von Hemgin ist dieses Wort nicht belegt, <...>”. However, we 
do find it in a fable in the form maskant‘ew; see Acaryan 1947: 213, although it is 
not listed in the glossary of the monograph. See also s.v. *maskat ‘it‘er/in. Note also 
Xotorjur maskt'ep' ‘bat’ (see YuSamXotorj 1964: 487a). Compare the Turkish -p. 
As Uwe Blásing points out to me, it cannot be explained within the Turkish dialects. 

For the epenthetic n, see 2.1.30.1. 
eETYM The compound mask-a-t‘ew means '(having) a wing of skin’; cf. dial. 
kas-a-t'ew (Van) and sek-e-muk (Ewdokia); see Acafean 1913: 549a and 959b, 
respectively. 

The word seems to have been borrowed into Georgian (mad"k'at"ela) and Udi 
(mäskätil) [HAB 3: 261a; AéarHLPatm 1, 1940: 206-207; Jahukyan 1987: 591]. 
Aéaryan does not explain the -/-. One might presume that the Georgian and Udi 
forms betray an Armenian *mask-a-t el, with a theoretical *t‘e/ ‘wing’ instead of the 
regular t ew: ‘wing’. This is probable since next to Arm. *t‘er (< *pter-) ‘wing; leaf 
(q.v.) there is also a variant in *-/-. Moreover, Sip‘an mskat ‘el-uk ‘bat’ (see Amatuni 
1912: 485a) directly proves the existence of the Armenian *mask-a-t‘el. One can 
also think of *mask-a-t‘(i)t‘et, with *t‘it‘ein ‘butterfly’ (dial. *t‘t‘e?) as the second 
member; see s.v. *maskat ‘it ‘er/in. 


*maskat‘it‘ern ‘bat’, *maskat‘it‘eln ‘butterfly’. 

eDIAL The word is found in a traditional story (see Lanalanyan 1969: 343-344N"*F), 
The place is not specified; the analysis of the text shows, I think, that it originates 
from Bulanox. Here the bat appears in the form of mask-a-t'it'er, with t'it'er 
‘butterfly’ as the second member. In Sip'an one finds maskat'it'e? in the meaning 
‘butterfly’ (see Amatuni 1912: 6b). For the relationship between names of the bat 
and the butterfly cf. Larabat alakuskus (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 12a, 18a). Note 
also that Gr. ztepov n. ‘feather; bird’s wing (< PIE *pter- ‘wing’, see s.v. t'er) refers 
to wings of both the bat and insects. 

eETYM The compound *mask-a-t‘it‘er/in is composed of mask ‘skin’ and t'it'ern or 
t'it'eln ‘butterfly’ (q.v.). This is reminiscent of mask-a-t‘ew ‘bat, literally: ‘(having) 
a wing of skin’ (q.v.). On Georgian mac" K'at"ela and Udi mäskätil, see s.v. 
maskat ‘ew. 


mat- in matc‘im, matnum ( aor. mateay) ‘to approach, come close’ (Bible+); mawt 
‘near, close’, also i mawtoy and mawtim ‘to approach’ (Bible+). matoyc‘ (cf. caus. 
matuc ‘anem) is found in numerous derivatives, also as the second member of 
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compounds, such as dZuar-a-matoyc‘ ‘hard to access’ (Bible+). For matoyc‘ (GSg 
matuc ‘-i) ‘access’, see s.v. matn». 

eDIAL mot (—mawt) is widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 373]. 

eETYM Linked with Olc. mot n. “Zusammentreffen, Begegnung’, OEngl. mot 
‘Gesellschaft, Versammlung, Zusammenkunft, feindliche Begegnung’, etc. [HAB 3: 
266, 373]. See 2.1.22.12. 


matn, GDSg matin, ISg matam-b, NPI matun-k', GDPl matan-c' ‘finger; toe’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiqitous. In Agulis, the meaning ‘finger’ is represented by büt‘ < 
boyt' ‘thumb’ (q.v.) [HAB 3: 270b]. 
eETYM Usually compared with the Celtic word for ‘thumb’: Welsh maut, Bret. meut 
‘thumb’ (see HAB 3: 270). Considered doubtful (see Makaev 1974: 58-59). The 
Celtic word is derived from PIE *meh;- ‘to measure’ (see Pokorny 1959: 703-704). 
The Armenian word would require *mA;-d-. Uncertain. If this is accepted, note the 
semantic relationship ‘finger’ : ‘thumb’ seen also in Agulis. 


matn, ‘hill-side’; dial. ‘hill; slope’. Geoponica (13" cent.). 

According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 271a), the oldest attestation of teh root is found in 
Joshua 15.7: ijanen i Galgal, or e handep matuc‘in Odomimay ` kai kataßaivesı éni 
Taiyo, ý otuv ånévavtı tho npooßaoewg Addauıv. RevStBible here has: “turning 
toward Gilgal, which is opposite the ascent of Adummim". Aécaryan points out that 
matoyc' corresponds to Hebr. ‘ascent’ and therefore means zariver ‘precipice, 
ascent’. However, Arm. matoyc' (GSg matuc -i) renders Gr. mpoo-Baoıg f. ‘access’ 
and belongs with Arm. mat-c -im (mat-uc -) ‘to approach’, as correctly suggested in 
NHB 2: 215c (“yaraj matc‘umn’’). 
eDIAL Preserved in Lori mat, Zeyt'un mod ‘hill’, C‘arsanéag mad ‘slope of a 
mountain’ [HAB 3: 271]. Acafyan (2003: 13) mentions the Zeyt'un form in his list 
of MidArm. ` Zeyt‘un correspondences. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded by Acaryan (HAB 3: 271a). He points 
out that the resemblance with Arab. matn ‘plateau’ and Syr. maa ‘earth, land’ is 
accidental. Bediryan 1956: 43 derives matn from mat- ‘to approach’, which is 
semanticall unattractive. 

Jahukyan (1972: 282; 1973: 21) compares matn with Avest. mati- “Vorsprung des 
Gebirges’, which derives from PIE *mn-t-, cf. Lat. mons, GSg montis *mountain', 
Alb. mat m. “Ufer; Sandstrand’ (see Demiraj 1997: 50, 256). 

I wonder whether the word is not identical with matn, ‘finger’ (q.v.). The 
semantic transfer from body-part terms into topographical ones is trivial. Note that 
in one of the passages from Geoponica matn-er occurs with kot-er, which actually is 
identical with ko ‘rib’, and tap ‘er. A comparable semantic relationship may be seen 
in PIE *pr-sth;- ‘standing before’: Lith. pirštas ‘finger’, OCS preste ‘finger’ : Skt. 
prstha- n. ‘back, mountain ridge’ (RV+), YAv. parsta- m. ‘back, spine, support in the 
back’ (see s.v. erastan-k‘). Note also Arm. Larabat piit‘na ‘hill or rock’ (L. 
Harut‘yunyan 1991: 52") vs. boyt‘n ‘thumb’ (q.v.). 


mard, o-stem: GDSg mard-o-y, GDPl mard-o-c ‘, pl. more frequently mardik, gen-dat. 
mardk-an, abl. i mardkan-é (abundant evidence in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 
979-986) ‘man, human being’ (Bible+). In the Bible, Arm. mard usually renders Gr. 
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&vópcozoc ‘man’, but in Job it several times stands for Doordc ‘mortal man’ (NHB 2: 
219b; Cox 2006: 92 et passim). 

eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 279-280]. Next to the meaning ‘man, human 
being’, widespread is also ‘husband’ [Amatuni 1912: 196, 467a; Acarean 1913: 761- 
763; HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 34b]. 

eETYM From IE *mr-tó- ‘mortal’: Gr. Bpotd¢ ‘mortal’, cf. Av. mas(ii)a- ‘man’, Skt. 
mrta- ‘died, dead’, a-mfta- ‘immortal’, etc., Hübschmann 1897: 472-473; Pokorny 
1959: 735; Meillet 1936: 74; Clackson 1994: 2374; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 318; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 150a, cf. 366b. Here seems to belong Jatvingian mard ‘man’, 
unless this is to be identified as a variant of Old Polish smard ‘plebeius’ (see 
Schmalstieg 1986). 

For a discussion of this PIE term, see also Thieme 1952: 15-34; Euler 1979: 125; 
H. Katz 1983. For a discussion on pl.-coll. mard-ik(n), see Meillet 1913: 54, 70-71; 
1936: 85; Jokl 1984: 20; Olsen 1999: 460-461. Further see s.vv. meranim ‘to die’, 
mah ‘death’. 

The word seems formally ambiguous, therefore one alternatively assumes an 
Iranian intermediation: loan or calque (see West 2007: 127 referring to Durante). 
However, I see no reason to reject the traditional interpretation. The voiced -d and 
the o-declension favour the native origin. 


mari, ea-stem: GDPI mare-a-c‘ (Proverbs 30.31) ‘female bird, hen’ (Proverbs 30.31, 
Zgön-Afrahat, Cyril of Jerusalem), MidArm. ‘female bee’ (Geoponica). 
eDIAL Goris, Larabat mari ‘female turkey’ [Acarean 1913: 763b; HayLezBrbBar 4, 
2007: 37b] or ‘female bird’ [HAB 3: 284b; Margaryan 1975: 348a]. 
eETYM Since Patrubany (StugHetaz 1906: 344a), connected with Gr. usipad ‘girl’, 
Lat. maritus ‘married’, ‘husband, mate’, marita ‘wife’, Lith. merga ‘girl’, marti f. 
‘bride, young woman’, Welsh morwyn, OCorn. moroin ‘girl, maiden’, Skt. marya- 
m. ‘young man, young warrior’, etc. 

The Armenian form can be derived from *m,rih -teh- (Jahukyan 1987: 139; cf. 
HAB 3: 284a) or *m;rieh; > *mariya-. In view of the Italic and Celtic forms 
possibly pointing to o-grade (see Schrijver 1991: 459-460; 1995: 248, 356-357), one 
may alternatively posit *morieh;- or *mori(h;)-teh;- > PArm. *mariya- > mari, -ea-. 

See also s.v. amuri *wifeless'. 


mawru, a-stem: GSg möru-i (Severian of Gabala, Philo), AblSg möru-e (Plato), 
mor-oj-é (Yaysmawurk‘), GDPl möru-ac‘ (Basil of Caesarea: "T'ult'k^") 
*stepmother'. (Severian of Gabala, Eusebius of Caesarea, Plato, Aristotle, Philo, 
John Chrysostom, etc.) 
eDIAL Satax muru mer ‘stepmother’, Mu& muri ‘step-’, Mus, Bulanox xort 'umuru (< 
*xort -u-möru) [HAB 3: 247a, 375b]. The type of the compund *xort -u-moru can 
be seen in *orb-ew-ayri. 

As we see, all the evidence points to adjectival meaning ‘step-’. However, we do 
find the original form in HamSen moru ‘stepmother’ [Aéaryan 1947: 12, 246], and 
Xotorjur *moroy ‘grandmother’ and moru 'step-mother' (see YusamXotorj 1964: 
490b and 491b, respectively). *moroy seems to be a “quasi-grabar” representation of 
the dialectal form the precise shape of which is unknown. It may reflect *möru; cf. 
saroy ‘cypress’ next to Pers. sari (see HAB 4: 189-190). 


454 mawruk‘ 


eETYM From IE *meh»trui(e)h;-, cf. Gr. uņīpvið ‘stepmother’, OEngl. mödrige 
(n-stem) ‘mother’s sister’, etc. (see Hübschmann 1897: 472; HAB 3: 246b; 
Szemerényi 1977: 60). For a discussion I refer to Beekes 1976a: 55-58; Clackson 
1994: 145-147. 

For the element *-u- cf. Arm. GPl mi-a-mör-uc‘ (see HAB 3: 246b). 

See also s.v. yawray ‘stepfather’. 


mawruk‘, a-stem: GDPI mawru-a-c ' (Bible); muru-k* (P‘awstos Buzand, 5" cent.), 
gen-dat. muru-a-c‘ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5" cent.; Ephrem, etc.), also MURUC (in Latin 
alphabet) in the early 10"-century Autun dictionary (Weitenberg 1997c: 342), rarely 
singular mo/oru (Weitenberg 1997c: 340) ‘beard’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 375b]: 

moruk' in Polis, Xarberd, Sebastia, Tigranakert, etc. (also Zeyt‘un and Hacon 
muyuk‘ probably represents mawruk', Aéatyan 2003: 84). 

muruk‘ in Mu&, Ala&kert, Samaxi; see also below. 

miruk‘ in Attial, Axalc‘xa, T‘iflis, Ham&en, Karin, Jula. 

The dialectal form *miruk‘ is found in inscriptions since the 13" century: miru(k‘), 
IP] miru-a-w-k' (S. A. Avagyan 1973: 190-191), as well as in Bargirk' hayoc‘ 
(1975: 22095): morus: miruk'. Given the fact that Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ abounds in 
dialectal forms peculiar to Larabat and adjacent areas one may treat miruk' of this 
gloss as the regular proto-form of Larabat marok‘, etc. Note that these areas have 
penultimate accent, and mardk‘ presupposes *miruk‘ or *muruk' rather than 
mawruk‘. 

As has been shown by Ačatyan (1935: 60, 84), Agulis máyruk' comes from an 
old dialectal *miruk' rather than möruk‘. Similarly, Metri meruk' points to miruk' 
[Alayan 1954: 63]. Nor Naxijewan has both miruk' and mürük‘ [Aéatean 1925: 65- 
66]. For a thorough philological analysis I refer to Weitenberg 1997c: 343-345, who 
concludes that miruk' is of respectable antiquity and may represent the e-grade 
*smekru-. 

Beside Artial miruk‘ (also Hung.), Acaryan (1953: 279) also mentions Pol. mirug 
‘chin’ glossing it by Arm. cnawt ‘chin’, Pol. broda, Fr. menton ‘chin’. 

Van-Parskahayk‘ group has a frozen accusative: Van murus, Ozim moros 
[Acatyan 1952: 281]; Satax murus [M. Muradyan 1962: 202a]; Moks murus (in the 
village of Afnanc', morus), gen. murus-2^, pl. murus-k?-ir, murus-nir [Orbeli 2002: 
294]; Marala mürüs [Acatean 1926: 78, 414; Davt'yan 1966: 433], C'aylu muris 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 433]; Salmast mrüs [HAB 3: 375b]; Urmia-Xoy marüs IM. 
Asatryan 1962: 202b]. 

It is remarkable that in the famous epic songs recorded by Movsés Xorenac‘i in 
Golt'n (a district that is geographically very close to the region Van-Parskahayk‘), 
one finds frozen nominative used as accusative, z-mej-k' ‘back’, also allative i méj- 
k‘ (Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.40, 1913-1991: 1795 see AcarHLPatm 2, 1951: 72; 
Jahukyan 1987: 368, 376-377), whereas the word for ‘beard’ is found in the ‘correct’ 
accusative form mawrus (Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.31/32, 1913-1991: 86). Now, 
modern dialects almost ubiquitously have a frozen nominative méj-k‘ (though in 
some of them -k‘ is frozen only with respect to nom-acc., cf. Van mec k' vs. gen. 
mecac ‘, etc., HAB 3: 313b), whereas in the Van-Parskahayk* area, as we have seen, 
the accusative form is petrified. The epic songs thus witness this contrast already in 
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the pre-Classical period. Note that the narrative tradition (19" and early 20" cent.) of 
the epic “Sasna cter” was in a way related with the wool-makers of the Van and 
adjacent regions. It is attractive to regard these two traditions within a single 
unbroken continuity. 

Of special interest is Moks, the village of Kyumir, mauran [Orbeli 2002: 294], 
which has neither -k' nor -s. One wonders if this represents an old collective 
*mawru-an. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (see HAB 3: 375), connected with Skt. smasru- n. ‘beard’ 
(RV+), Lith. smäkras, smakra ‘chin’, Alb. mjeker ‘chin, beard’, Hitt. zama(n)kur 
‘beard’, etc. Irish smech ‘chin’ from *smeka-. 

The Armenian -w- resulted from the depalatalization of *-k- before *-r-, seen also 
in Baltic and Albanian (Kortlandt 1985b: 10; 1985a: 59; 1986: 41 = 2003: 58, 60, 
71; Beekes 2003: 175). For the meaning ‘chin’ in Celtic and Albanian cf. Arm. 
dialect of Artial (see above). 

The by-form muru-k‘ may reflect PIE *smokr-u- > PArm. *mowru- (see Pedersen 
1906: 351 = 1982: 129; Weitenberg 1997c: 342). Also miruk‘ is of respectable 
antiquity and may represent the e-grade *smekru- (cf. Celtic e-grade), see in the 
dialectal section. The form moruk‘, with simple -o-, most probably is a secondary 
form which developed from mawruk ‘ [Weitenberg 1997c: 341]. 

The origin of the vowel -a- of the basic form mawru-k' is much debated and is 
still unclear (see Weitenberg 1997c: 345)." I tentatively propose the following 
scenario: nom. *smokur vs. pl. *smokru-eh z > PArm. nom. *mac"ur (with a from 
*o in open syllable, see 2.1.3) vs. pl. *mokru-a- (to be developed to *mas(u)r : 
*mowr-u-a-). Then the a of the (subsequently lost) singular was generalized into 
mawru-k' (oblique -u-a-), whereas the old dial. *muru-k' perhaps directly reflects 
the original pl. *mowru-a-. 


mak‘i, ea-stem ‘ewe’. (Bible, Eznik Kotbac‘i, Hexaemeron, etc.) 

In a 14-15"-century addendum (describing Cilicia) to A&xarhac*oyc written by 
T‘ovma Kilikec‘i we read that Cilicia has mak'is vayri (APl.) ‘wild sheep’ (see 
Anasyan 1967: 283^; Hewsen 1992: 322). One concludes from this that for the 
author mak ‘i rather denoted the sheep in general. This is directly corroborated by the 
actual semantics of mak'i in the dialects of Cilicia and surroundings; see below. 
Also in the attestation of Eznik the general semantics is possible: Oc‘ gaylk' mak ‘is, 
ew oc‘ mak ‘ik‘ atuéss [cnan]. 
eDIAL Widespread: *mak i. For the -g‘- of the form of Svedia (mag 'a), see Acaryan 
2003: 428. According to Andreasyan (1967: 374b), however, it is maka. In the 
meaning ‘ewe’: Mus, Ala&kert, Karin, Ararat, Ararat, Van, Ozim, Satax (see M. 
Muradyan 1962: 202a; for the semantics, 83), Salmast, Marata (cf. Davt‘yan 1966: 
426), whereas Zeyt'un [Aéafyan 2003: 327], Svedia [Ačařyan 2003: 579], 
Tigranakert and Moks have the general meaning ‘sheep’; see HAB 3: 291b. 
According to Orbeli (2002: 288), however, the Moks meaning is ‘ovca dojnaja’ 
(‘milch sheep’). 


"7 Beekes (2003: 175) points out that the a may be a reduced vowel in the zero grade, and dial. 
*miru-k' probably reflects the form with Ze ` -ew- > -iw- > -i-. 
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In his glossary of purely dialectal words in the Samaxi dialect, Balramyan (1964: 
243) records mak ”ajin ‘female wild boar’. One wonders whether it is related with 
mak ‘i. 
eETYM Since Diefenbach (see HAB 3: 291; Pokorny 1959: 715), connected with Gr. 
umkas, -áóog f. ‘bleating one; goat’, unkaoueı ‘bleat (of sheep)’. Cf. also Skt. 
makamakay- (Class.) ‘quaken’, meka- (Lex.) Germ. meckern, MHG mecke 
‘Ziegenbock’, Lat. miccio ‘meckere’, etc. Outside IE: Kannada me ‘the bleating of 
sheep or goat(s)’, meke ‘she-goat’. The absence of palatalization of the velar in 
Armenian is not explained; cf. Olsen 1999: 808. The solution may lie in the 
onomatopoeic character of the root, see 2.1.14. Note onomatopoeic mk(m)kal (of 
goat, kid) [Aéatyan 1913: 785a; Jahukyan 1972: 299; 1987: 137]. Alternatively, one 
may assume a feminine *méh k-eh>- (cf. Gr. unkas), gen. *mh>k-h>-0s. The -i is 
secondary. See also below. 

Formally, Arm. mak'i and Gr. unkag can derive from *meh;-k-, whereas the 
others may continue *m(e)h;-i-k- or *mek-. The underlying root may be *meh;(-i)- 
(see s.v. *mayem, with parallels for the semantic development ‘bleating (one) : 
‘sheep or goat’). Given the onomatopoeic character of the root, however, any 
reconstruction is risky. Jahukyan (1987: 137) posits *mek- / *mokiia- > mak i, which 
is unconvincing. 

As mak'i generally denotes the female sheep, it can be linked with other 
designations of female animals in -i such as ayc(i), mari, etc. However, we should 
not exclude the alternative according to which the general meaning ‘sheep’ (see 
above) would be the original one, having subsequently developed into ‘female 
sheep’. In this case, mak‘i can be seen as an i-derivation from onomatopoeic *m Vk- 
‘to bleat’; thus: *‘bleating one’. Cf. typologically the i-derivation expressing the 
semantic development ‘field’ > ‘wild animal’ (see s.vv. art-i, and-i; cf. also vayr-i in 
Zeyt‘un). 


*mglamandi 'spider-web'. 
eDIAL I find the word only in Goris maklamandi < *mglamandi ‘spider-web’ 
[Margaryan 1975: 440a]. There are also forms with a final -/, see 
Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan FW 2003, Goris and Larabat. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 

I propose to treat the word as follows: *mgl- ‘mould/Schimmel’ (see s.v. 
*mglim,) + -a- + *mandi ‘yarn or web’, probably a -di- « *-tiiV- formation based on 
manem ‘to spin’ (class., widespread in the dialects, among them also in Goris). The 
voicing *t > d after -n- and -r- is regular; see s.vv. anjrdi, ordi, etc.; cf. also spand, 
i-stem vs. spananem ‘to kill’), all being composed of the same suffix. Compare also 
sard, i-stem 'spider'. The spider-web is taken to be, then, a mould-like yarn/web, 
which is quite conceivable. 

If this etymology is accepted, one should consider *mglamandi as archaic, since 
the formation is old, and Goris only has *mglim; ‘to scorch, singe’ (in the compound 
*mglahot), which can eventually be connected to *mglim,. 

Alternatively, one might think that the first component of *mglamandi 
'spider-web' is *mglim; ‘to scorch, singe’, having developed into ‘(sooty) 
spider-web’; cf. unj; ‘soot’ (q.v.), which refers to to the (sooty) spider-web in 
Larabal, Hin Juta, probably also Goris and Samaxi. The semantic relationship ‘soot’ 
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` ‘spider-web’ is also paralleled by Akn mlul/r [HAB 3: 352b]. However, this seems 
more complex and unnecessary. 

The forms muknumandil, etc. may be regarded as folk-etymological reshaping as 
*kerchief of a mouse’. 


*mglim, ‘to rot, spoil, mould (verschimmeln)’. 

Only attested in the compounds mglahot (Geoponica, 13" cent.) and mgrahot 
(Afakel Dawrizec‘i, 17" cent), both meaning ‘smelling like mould’ (adj.). The 
former is also found in *BZ&karan jioy” (13" cent.) in the meaning ‘smell of mould’ 
(subst.); see C‘ugaszyan 1980: 82-7, 216; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 121. It is preserved in 
Mus mek'lahod (see Baldasaryan-T'ap'alc'yan 1958: 264b; the meaning is not 
specified), and in Larabal, etc. in a different meaning, see s.v. *mglim;. 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Sué‘ava, Nor Naxijewan, Polis, Rodost‘o, 
Aslanbek, Sebastia, Akn, Xarberd, HamSen, Karin, AlaSkert (for Mus, see above), 
Axalc‘xa, Ararat, Zeyt'un, Hacon (mág lel) [HAB 3: 293a], as well as in Arabkir, 
Xian and Sivri-Hisar [Acarean 1913: 765]. For Svedia, see Andreasyan 1967: 374b 
(the meaning is not specified). In Axalc'xa, Atap'azar, Polis, etc., one finds 
*mel-ot-im [Aéatean 1913: 765b]. 

In Xotrjur one finds aregkmel, aregmknel ‘to rot, to spoil under the sun’ 
[HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 122a], the second component of which might be related, 
too. 

Another interesting and unexplained compound is Goris maklamandi < 
*melamandi 'spider-web' [Margaryan 1975: 440a]; see s.v. *mglamandi. It may 
have been composed as *mgl- ‘mould/Schimmel’ + -a- + *mandi ‘yarn or web’, 
probably a -di- « *-tiiV- formation based on manem ‘to spin’. If this etymology is 
accepted, one should treat *mglamandi as archaic, since the formation is old, and 
Goris only has *mglim; ‘to scorch, singe’ (in the compound *mglahot), which can 
eventually be connected to*mglim,. 

In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia MuSetyan Karnec‘i 
(Karin/Xotorjur) one finds muk ‘Tl with borbos ‘mould’ and ort‘ rendering Turk. k ‘uf 
‘mould, rust" [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 86”, 140]. C‘ugaszyan (ibid.) does not identify 
muk ‘I. | propose to treat it as a back-formation from the verb mglim ‘to rot, mould’. 
eETYM According to Aéaryan (HAB 3: 293a), related to *mglim, ‘to scorch, singe’ 
and *mglim; ‘to cloud’ with the basic meaning ‘to become black’. The connection 
with mglim, suggested in NHB 2: 234a is semantically problematic. 


*mglim; ‘to scorch, singe’. 

eDIAL Only in dial. compound *mglahot ‘smell of singeing’: Larabat [HAB 3: 293a; 
Davt‘yan 1966: 426], Goris [Margaryan 1975: 348a, 440a], SamSadin and 
Krasnoselsk [Mezunc‘ 1989: 212b]. For written attestations of mglahot with a 
different meaning, see s.v. mglim,. 

eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 293a), related to *mglim, ‘to rot, spoil, 
mould (verschimmeln)’ and *mglim; ‘to cloud’ with the basic meaning ‘to become 
black". 


*mglim; ‘to cloud". 


eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Sulaver, Ararat, Nor Bayazet, Van, Ozim, Moks, 
Satax, Mus, Ala&kert [HAB 3: 293a; Aéatyan 1952: 280; Muradyan 1962: 6, 202a]. 
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In some of them a dental suffix appears: *mgl-t- (AlaSkert, Nor Bayazet) and 
*mgl-ot- (Mus). 

eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 293a), related to *mglim, ‘to rot, to spoil, to 
mould (verschimmeln)’ and *mglim ‘to scorch, singe’ with the basic meaning ‘to 
become black’. Only *mglim; ‘to cloud’ has an external etymology. It is connected 
to még ‘fog’ (q.v.); cf. Skt. meghá- m. ‘cloud, gloomy weather’, Av. maéya- m. 
‘cloud’, etc. PArm. *mig-la- ‘cloud, fog’ may be derived from IE *hzmig"-Ieh;-, cf. 
Gr. óuíyàņ ‘fog’, OCS mogla ‘mist, haze’, Lith. migla ‘fog’, Dutch dial. miggelen 
*staubregnen'. 

The absence of metathesis of *-g"/- suggests perhaps an older *mig-il or -ul, 
perhaps from HD /-stem with NSg Sal see 2.2.2.5. Alternatively, one may assume 
that the metathesis was blocked by the sensed association with the unsuffixed form 
meg. For the structure of the derivation cf. an example with the same semantics: Gr. 
veg-éhn ‘cloud’ next to végog n. ‘id.’. One also might think of the verbal -/- seen e.g. 
in cm-l-em ‘to squeeze, press’ (see s.v.). Further note the -/- of the Dutch verb. 

The archaic nature of Arm. -/- is suggested by Acaryan (HAB 3: 311b; see also 
N. Simonyan 1979: 241; Alayan 1986: 61-6255; Jahukyan 1987: 137, 180), who uses 
this, as well as the semantic difference between Arm. meg and its Iranian cognates, 
to prove the native origin of the Armenian forms. The semantic argument is not 
decisive, however, since the difference is very slight, and the meaning ‘fog, mist’ is 
present in Iranian, too; see Cheung 2002: 204. 

According to Greppin (1983: 272-273), here also belongs Arm. *amut/ found in 
aljamulj ‘darkness, twilight’, which is improbable; see s.v. *afj-. 

The meaning ‘to cloud’ might have developed into ‘to become dark’. Since a loss 
of the atmospheric context is possible, it is not very hard to get from here the 
meanings ‘to rot, spoil, mould (verschimmeln)' and ‘to become black (as a result of 
scorching, singeing, rusting)’. Compare color-based designations of the mould such 
as Russ. plesen’, etc. 


mglim, ‘to struggle’. 
Only attested in John Chrysostom: Oc‘ ogoric ‘i ew oč‘ janayc 'e, ew oč‘ mglic 'i, 
ayl diwraw hestaw imn zmarmin t'oluc ‘u. 
eETYM In NHB 2: 234a, the above-cited passage is represented under mglim, ‘to rot, 
to spoil, to mould (verschimmeln)', although the connection seems to be rejected. 
Indeed, the semantics is problematic. Doubtful is the comparison (op. cit.) with 
magic ‘em ‘to climb’ and mak 'arim ‘to struggle’, too. 


mec, a-stem: GDSg mec-i, ISg mec-a-w, GDPI mec-a-c‘, etc. adj. ‘great, big, large’, 
adv. ‘much’ (Bible); mec-ar-em ‘to honour, esteem highly’, mecar-an-k*, a-stem: 
GDP! mecaran-a-c ' ‘honour’, mecar-oy ‘much respected, honorable’ (all Bible; see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 997; Clackson 1994: 230595; on mecar-oy, see Olsen 1999: 
514). 

For a considerable number of attestations of mec and its derivatives in the Bible 
and following literature, see NHB 2: 234-243; Astuacaturean 1895: 992-998; HAB 
3: 295a. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. A number of N, NW, SW and SE peripheral 
dialects display forms with an epenthetic -n-: *menc [HAB 3: 295-296]. Next to 
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menj Juta has also venj, the initial v- of which may be due to nasal dissimilation 
[Aéarean 1940: 125, 376a]. Goris and Larabat have forms with geminate -cc [HAB 
3: 295b; Margaryan 1975: 348]. 

In some eastern dialects an exceptional vocalic reflection is seen: Meti mac 
[Alayan 1954: 35, 279b] Karéewan muc [H. Muradyan 1960: 29, 200b], 
Kak'avaberd muc (in Varhavar), mac (in Agarak) [H. Muradyan 1967: 32, 179b], 
parts of Hadrut‘ maac, mac [Davt'yan 1966: 29, 426] (A. Polosyan, 1965: 17, 
records only ma‘c). 

These forms can hardly be explained from mec through an internal development 
and possibly point to an older *moc. Of course, a secondary origin cannot be ruled 
out; for instance, one may think of vocalic labialization after m-. However, there are 
many counter-examples. 

The verb mecarem has been preserved in T‘iflis mejril ‘to honour, entertain’ 
[HAB 3: 295b]. Interesting is also T‘iflis minja-minja (ibid.). 
eETYM Since long (Klaproth 1831: 101a; NHB 2: 234b; Gosche 1847: 72". etc., 
see HAB 3: 295b), connected to the cognate forms going back to the PIE word for 
‘great’: Skt. NAccSg máhi n. ‘great’, mahänt- ‘great, dense, extensive, mighty, 
important’, Gr. ueyag ‘big’, u£ya n. ‘big’, Lat. magnus ‘great, large; much; noble, 
grand; mighty’, Hitt. mekki ‘much’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 473; HAB 3: 295; 
Pokorny 1959: 708; Mallory/Adams 1997: 344a; Cabolov 1, 2001: 632. 

Arm. *mec-a- reflects PIE *megh;-, with *-h;- > -a- (Olsen 1999: 65; Beekes 
2003: 189; Matzinger 2005: 55). The PIE paradigm is reconstructed as follows: 
nom. *meg-h>-s, acc. *m$-éh;-m, gen. *m$-h;-ós, dat. *m$-h;-éi, cf. Skt. NAccSg 
mahi, DSg mah-é < *m(e)$-h;-éi, hence also -h- in maha- from *me$-oh;-, Av. maza 
‘big, spacious’, Gr. uéya ‘big’, adv. &yav ‘much’, Hitt. mekki ‘much’ < *meg-h>- 
i(h5)- (for a discussion, see Beekes 1988b: 115; 1995: 144, 198; Mayrhofer EWAia 
2, 1996: 337-339; 2005: 10764, 116; Lindeman 1997: 148-150, 184; Oettinger 1997; 
Sims-Williams 1997: 319; Kloekhorst 2008: 572). 

Jahukyan (1987: 137, 180) introduces also Arm. post-classical *moz ‘great, much, 
mighty, increased’, positing *mog”- with a question-mark. One may assume that the 
genitive *m$-h;-ós developed into a secondary o-grade form *mogH- through a 
procedure that is reminiscent of the scenario described e.g. in Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 
1984, 1: 152ff. On the other hand one recalls the synonymous *polh u- (see s.v. y- 
olov ‘much, plenty’). The PIE paradigm nom. *meg-h;-s vs. gen. *m(o)$-h;-ós may 
have developed into PArm. nom. *méc-a- (> ClArm. mec, a-stem) vs. gen. *moz-ó- 
> post-classical *moz, as well as EArm. *moc (on which see the dialectal section) 
with -c- after the nominative. It should be borne in mind, however, that *moz is not 
reliable, and *mogH- would rather yield *moj (something like *mo$h;io- may be 
assumed, cf. comp. u&&ov from *megh;ios/n-, Beekes 1976b: 90). Thus, the whole 
idea is highly hypothetical. 

The dialectal form *menc may be explained by a nasal epenthesis (e.g. Acarean 
1940: 159), which is very frequent in particular before dental stops and affricates 
(see 2.1.30.1). Nevertheless, it is tempting to alternatively posit an old *mec-n in a 
way comparable to Lat. magnus ‘great, large’, etc. Note that the form *menc is 
found in various peripheral dialects and may be archaic, although the epenthesis can 
also be explained through independent processes in individual dialects. 


460 melex 


For references and a discussion of the equation Arm. mecarem *to honour' : Gr. 
Leyaipw ‘to grudge’ < ‘*to regard as too great’, see HAB 3: 295b; Pokorny 1959: 
708; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 296-297, and especially Clackson 1994: 149-150. 


melex, o-stem: [Sg metex-o-v (Ephrem); i-stem in NHB 2: 247b with no evidence, but 
cf. AblSg i melex-e (Deuteronomy 19.5, “Naxadrut‘iwnk“” Ecclesiastes), which 
cannot belong with o-stem, ‘the handle of an axe’. 

In Deuteronomy 19.5 (Cox 1981: 152): ew ankanic'i erkat'n i melexe ` kai 
EKTEOOV TO oiórjpiov &zó Tod čúñov. Arm. melex renders Gr. čúov “wood; piece of 
wood; peg, lever; cudgel, club’ (here, said of áctvij = p 'aytat ‘axe’) and refers thus 
to a ‘handle of an axe’. 

In Ephrem mefex refers to the handle of a tapar ‘axe’. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 299b. Jahukyan (1987: 355, 
438), with reservation, treats it as comprising PIE *mel- ‘to hit grind? (cf. Russ. 
mólot ‘hammer’, etc.) and the Urartian suffix -hi/2. However, metex specifically 
refers to the handle, wooden part of the axe rather than to the axe in general or its 
metallic part. I therefore propose an alternative etymology. 

Arm. melex may reflect PArm. *mel(i) ‘ash-tree’ related with Gr. ueAia, Ep. mt 
*manna ash, Fraxinus ornus; ashen spear' from QIE *mel-ih;-. For the semantic 
development cf. the Germanic forms of the PIE term for ‘ash-tree’: Olc. askr, OHG 
asc, OEngl. esc ‘ash-tree; spear’; Gr. dëng “beech; spear-shaft made from its wood, 
spear’; see s.vv. hac 'i, hoyn, usi/*hosi. See especially Dumont 1992: 326). 

The Greek word has no secure etymology (see Frisk 2: 201-202). PArm. *mel(i) 
*ash-tree' and Gr. ueAía ‘id.’ may be regarded as a Mediterranean word. 

According to Dumont (1992: 325-327), Gr. wedia ‘manna ash, Fraxinus ornus’ 
derives from uéAi ‘honey; sweet gum collected from certain trees, manna’. Then he 
(op. cit. 327) states: “whether or not ash trees and honey are related etymologically, 
the connection in mythology is definite". If the derivation is accepted, the Greek and 
Armenian may be treated as a shared innovation based on the PIE word for ‘honey’; 
cf. Arm. metr. 

The Armenian tradition usually relates manna with tamarisk, cf. Amirdovlat‘ 
Amasiac'i (S. Vardanjan 1990: 190, 8 1012). This also follows from the origin of 
the term gaz-pén ‘manna’ < MPers. ‘*tamarisk-honey’ (see HAB 1: 499b). In 
ethnographical descriptions of Sasun, however, we learn that there is also another 
kind of manna which is set on leaves of /o#p ‘i ‘oak-tree’ and other trees [K‘alant‘ar 
1895: 30-31; Petoyan 1965: 101-102]. Also in Dersim the kazpe *manna' is said to 
set on oak-trees [Halajyan 1973: 57a]. 


melc/j probably ‘soot’; only in hapax yolov-a-meic/j, with yolov ‘much’ as the first 
member, in Grigor Narekac‘i 48.5 [Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 435-!?]: yolovamelj 
(vars. -melc, -milj, mert, see p. 798a) cux, Sogi c'ndeli : *nerM c Kornorbro, map 
ncnapsronuiics" [Darbinjan-Melikjan/Xanlarjan 1988: 160]; “heavy smoke, 
evaporating mist” [Khachatoorian 2001: 229]. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 3: 300a) rejects all the etymological attempts. Later he 
(1937a) proposed a derivation from PIE *smerd- ‘to stink’, cf. Lith. smirdziu, 
smirdéti ‘to stink’, etc., for the phonological problems comparing with att/atc vs. Gr. 
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dpoa f. ‘dirt’. However, this is improbable, as is the etymology of att/c (q.v.). On 
Jahukyan's view, see s.v. Soit. ‘dark’. 


metk, ;-stem in NHB, but without evidence ‘soft, weak, slack’: Eznik Kotbac‘i (5^ 
cent.) onwards; metkanam ‘to grow weak, loose, dissolute’ (Bible+), rendering 
ék-Abo in Jeremiah 4.31: metkasc i = éxAvdyoeta; metkim ‘id.’, metkem ‘to make 
loose, soft’: Bible (in Joshua 18.3: minc ‘ew yerb metkic 'ek' : ws tivoc ErAvdnosode 
: “how long will you be slack?”), Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.), etc.; intensive z-metkim 
or s-metkim (Vardan Arewelc‘i, 13" cent., NHB 2: 724a). 

In Lazar P‘arpec‘i 1.16 (1904=1985: 27-5 transl. Thomson 1991: 63): K ‘anzi 
aha der t'ulac'eal metki i loyc arajnordac‘ knik‘ awandoc' anarat k‘arozut‘ean 
srboyn : “For behold, the seal of the tradition of the saint’s unsullied preaching has 
already grown weak and slack through dissolute leaders”. 

Imperative metkea is attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11 (1913=1991: 34'”; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 86): ayl jeruc‘eal melkea zc rtut'iwn saruc'eal k'o hpartac 'eal 
baruc d : “now warm and melt the freezing cold of your haughty conduct”. 
eETYM Related with Skt. mrdu-, fem. mrávi- *delicate, weak, soft, mild’ (AV+), Lat. 
mollis ‘weak, soft < *moldu-i-, etc.; see Hübschmann 1897: 473; HAB 3: 300b; 
Pokorny 1959: 718; Mallory/Adams 1997: 532b. As is shown by Meillet (1900: 394; 
1936: 51, 184), melt derives from *meldwi-; see 2.1.22.6; see also Jahukyan 1982: 
75; 1987: 137; Weitenberg 1984a: 211; Szemerényi 1985: 791-792; Olsen 1999: 
270164; Viredaz 2003: 64. Lat. mollis is explained as "Umbildung eines u-Stammes 
auf Grund des Femininums (*m/d-u-i )" (Solta 1966: 46; cf. Schrijver 1991: 20). If 
the i-stem of Arm. metk proves reliable, we can interpret it the same way; see 2.2.3. 

Further see s.v. malem ‘to grind, crush, break’. 


mehn, o-stem: GDSg metm-o-y, ISg melm-o-v ‘soft, mild, gentle, calm; softly, gently’ 
(Bible); dial. *m(e)tmet ‘quiet, calm, fine; moth, midge’; cf. also mi(m)el ‘fine 
chaff, dust’ (q.v.). 
eDIAL The form metm has been preserved in Mus, Moks, as well as in a Larabat and 
Lazax derivative mefm-er-e/uc ' ‘softly burning’ [HAB 3: 301a]. 

For a deeper relation, note Agulis *mime? ‘moth’ (HAB 3: 225ab; for the 
correction to 225a, see HAB-Add 1982: 14) or məłməł ‘gnat, midge’ vs. mime! 
“quiet, calm’ (M. Zak'aryan 2008: 224); Larabat *mimet ‘softly, quietly (said e.g. of 
the blowing of a wind and of the process of boiling’ [Acarean 1913: 786b]; cf. 
Ararat mimet ‘very fine straw; the smallest kind of mosquito, midge' [Amatuni 1912: 
483b]. 

Compare *mi-mo/ul ‘moth, clothes moth’ (see s.v. *mut- ‘grinding, crushing’). 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 225ab), belongs with malem ‘to crush, 
grind’, mi(m)et ‘chaff’, etc. (see s.vv.). Olsen 1999: 27 posits muela)-mo-. 

The Agulis and other forms corroborate (both formally and semantically) the 
etymological or folk-etymological association between mełm ‘soft, quiet’ and 
*mime/o/ut ‘moth, midge; fine straw, chaff; quiet, calm’. 


metr, r/u-declension: GDSg met-u (Bible); r-stem: GDSg meter (Hexaemeron, see K. 
Muradyan 1984: 263''°, 265'', 265-5, 266-75); later also: o-stem: ISg meir-o-v; 
*melu, GDSg metu-i, ISg melu-a-w (cf. as-u-i vs. asr, gen. as-u ‘fleece’, q.v.) 
‘honey’ (Bible+). 
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eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. In a number of N, NW, W and SE peripheral 
dialects a metathesis has taken place: Aslanbek meria, Axalc'xa, Karin, Xarberd 
meri, Sebastia mert, Salmast mert Marata maer?. Some dialects display forms with a 
final -a, Sué‘ava mélro, Aslanbek merlo, Zeyt‘un mét/r/ya, Goris, Samaxi métro 
[HAB 3: 303a]. 

Hamsen *xelar melr or *xent' metr ‘wild intoxicating poisonous honey’ (lit. 
‘crazy honey’) made of *efri, a shrub with yellow flowers resembling laši (Acarean 
1913: 295b, 459a, 463b). It is remarkable that already ancient authors testify such 
honey in these areas. For instance, in Xenophon, Anabasis 4.8.20 (2001: 375; Arm. 
transl. 1970: 107; note by S. Krkyasaryan 26548) the Greeks who had eaten honey 
somewhere between the lands of Macronians and Colchians seemed like 
exceedingly drunk or even crazy. 
eETYM Derived from the PIE word for ‘honey’, *meli-t-, cf. Hitt. militt-/malitt- n., 
CLuw. mallit- n., Gr. ue/ı, -ırog n., Lat. mel, mellis n., Olr. mil, Goth. milip, Alb. 
mjalte, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 473; HAB 3: 302; Pokorny 1959: 723; Starke 
1990: 190-193; Mallory/Adams 1997: 271a; Demiraj 1997: 105, 270-271; 
Kloekhorst 2008: 580. One usually reconstructs a heteroclitic paradigm nom. *mel-i- 
t, obl. *mel-n- (cf. Lat. gen. mellis), for a discussion and references, see Pokorny 
1959: 723; Frisk 2: 201; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 603 = 1995, 1: 517; Olsen 
1999: 169. 

In order to explain the r/u-declension (on which see s.v. asr 'fleece") of the 
Armenian word one assumes a blend of *meli- ‘honey’ and *med"u- n. ‘mead, sweet 
drink, honey? : Skt. mádhu- n. ‘sweet drink, anything sweet, honey, soma’, YAv. 
maóu- n. “wine made of berries’, Gr. uédo n. ‘intoxicating drink, wine’, Toch. B mit 
n. ‘honey’, OHG mito ‘mead’, OCS med» ‘honey’, etc. (Meillet 1890: 401; Gauthiot 
1910-11: 268); HAB 3: 302; Pokorny 1959: 723; Jahukyan 1959: 185; 1982: 120, 
135; Solta 1960: 182-184; E. Tumanjan 1978: 300-301; Clackson 1994: 126, 161; 
Olsen 1999: 168-169; Matzinger 2005: 59556; for *med"u-, see also Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 302-303; Mallory/Adams 1997: 271; Adams 1999: 461).”* 

The direct derivation of Arm. *melu- from *med"u- (see Matzinger 2005: 59256 
with refer.) is untenable. 


melu, a-stem: GDSg metu-i (Georg 13" cent.), GDPI metu-a-c‘ (twice in the Bible) 
‘bee’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In T'iflis, Ararat and Larabat mefu has been 
replaced by *me#r-a-canc lit. ‘honey-bee’; note also Ozim melri tlez vs. Van tlez 
*bumble-bee' [HAB 3: 301b]. Marata has diminutive forms met-uk, mot-ik" [Aéatean 
1926: 412], cf. also Salmast meir-uk, through contamination with mełr ‘honey’ 
[HAB 3: 301b], Kak‘avaberd mét-ak ‘wild bee’ [H. Muradyan 1967: 179b]. 
eETYM Derived from mer, gen. met-u ‘honey’ (q.v.). For mel-u ‘bee’ vs. mel-r, gen. 
mel-u ‘honey’ compare eljer-u ‘stag’ vs. eljewr ‘horn’ (see HAB 2: 24a; Jahukyan 
1982: 135; Clackson 1994: 117); compare also *asu, gen. asu-i vs. asr, gen. asu 


"7 A similar contamination has been assumed for Olr. mil, gen. melo (Mallory/Adams 1997: 
271a). 

"7 Note that Arm. meér has been compared to both lexemes since already NHB 2: 250a and 
others, see HAB 3: 302b for references. 
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‘wool, fleece’ (q.v.). For a discussion, see also Olsen 1999: 540, 542. Further note 
ac-u ‘garden-bed’ (q.v.). 

Arm. melu, a-stem ‘bee’ may reflect a QIE feminine *melit-eh (cf. Gr. ue/1000, 
-tta f. ‘bee’, possibly from *melit-ih;-, see Frisk 2: 201) through analogical *meluta- 
after PArm. *mefu- ‘honey’ and/or after the pattern of edjer-u ‘stag’ vs. eljewr ‘horn’. 


met(-k‘) a-stem (mostly pl. tant.) ‘sin, crime’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 299a]. 
eETYM Probably connected with Gr. u£Aeog ‘idle, useless; (after Homer) unhappy, 
miserable’, fAaeqnuéco ‘to speak profanely of sacred things; to slander’, Lith. mêlas 
‘lie’ (Žem. málas "Lüge" and Latv. mälds 'Irrtum" may reflect *mol-, see Schrijver 
1991: 457), Olr. mell ‘destruction’, MIr. mell ‘fault, sin’, etc. (Bugge 1893: 18; 
Hübschmann 1897: 473*?*'; HAB 3: 298b; Makaev 1974: 61; Klingenschmitt 1982: 
81-83; Schrijver 1991: 457). Derived from *mel-s-eh;- (see Olsen 1999: 64-65). 
Probably related with Arm. *mol(-or)- ‘to err, to be confused, mistaken; to become 
mad' (q.v.), as is suggested by Meillet (1894b: 279); see also HAB 3: 339b-340a 
(Aéatyan is sceptical about the connection with *mol-); Jahukyan 1987: 138; Olsen 
1999: 64-65, 338. For the o-grade cf. also the Baltic evidence. 

According to Bugge (1893: 18), here also belongs mef#mex/t. Rejected by Aéaryan 
(HAB 3: 301b); accepted in Jahukyan 1987: 138; Olsen 1999: 64-65. 


meranim, 3sg.aor. mer-a-w, partic. mer-eal ‘dead’, etc. (abundant evidence in the 
Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 1006-1010) ‘to die’ (Bible+); an-mer ‘immortal’ 
(Agat‘angetos). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 304b]. 
eETYM Since Klaproth, NHB, Petermann, etc. (see HAB 3: 304b), linked with 
cognate forms deriving from PIE *mer- ‘to disappear, vanish’, ‘to die’, cf. Skt. mar- 
‘to die’, Hitt. mer-^, pret. 3sg. me-ir-ta ‘to disappear, vanish’, etc. (from an active 
root aorist 3sg. *mér-t, Oettinger 1979: 104-106; Barton 1985: 13; 1989); pres. *mr- 
ie- > Pllr. *mrya-: Skt. mriyate ‘to die’ vs. caus märayati ‘to kill’, Av. miriia-, Oss. 
meelyn/meelun ‘to die’, Lat. morior, OCS mreti, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 473; 
HAB 3: 304; Pokorny 1959: 735; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 318; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 150a; Cheung 2007: 264-265; Kloekhorst 2008: 577. 

The ‘unexpected’ trilled -7- (Clackson 1994: 226,45; Ravnas 1991: 88,) most 
probably comes from sigmatic aorist mer- « *mer-s- (Klingenschmitt 1982: 221, 
242, 277; Barton 1989: 146-149; Kortlandt 1996: 41 — 2003: 115; cf. Jahukyan 
1982: 181; 1987: 138, 181; differently or alternatively: Meillet 1892: 165; 1936: 54, 
109; Schmitt 1981: 136; Klingenschmitt 1982: 220-221; Barton 1989: 145-146), cf. 
Skt. mrs-i 1.sg.inj. “ich möchte sterben’ (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 318). 


merk, o-stem: GDSg merk-o-y, GDPI merk-o-c' (Bible+); GDPI merk-u-c' in Mark 
14.51 (Astuacaturean 1895: 1012c; Olsen 1999: 54), later also a-stem ‘nude, naked; 
mere, bare’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The basic form merk is present in Nor Naxijewan, Axalc‘xa, Karin, Ararat, 
Moks, Haéon, etc.; Svedia and Zeyt'un have *merk-ik, with the diminutive suffix -ik 
[HAB 3: 308b]. 
A compound *mawr-é-merk ‘completely naked’ is found in Polis, Xarberd, 
C‘arsanéag [Aéatean 1913: 804a], Van, Nor Naxijewan, Sebastia, Aslanbek; cf. 
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Adana *merk i more ‘poor’ [HAB 3: 308b]; compare Mus, Xian *matorean 
‘completely naked’ from Persian mädar ‘mother’ + üryan ‘naked’ through haplology 
(Actaryan 1913: 804a). 

The Armenian compound literally means ‘naked (as born) from the mother’; 
compare P‘awstos Buzand 4.59 (1883-1984: 152-5 transl. Garsoian 1989: 179): 
merkac 'uc'in zna ibrew i more “stripped her naked as she had come from her 
mother's [womb]"; 5.3 (160.5 transl. 189): Et hraman <...> unel zna, ew merkanal 
ibrew i möre : "ordered to seize him, strip him naked as he had come from her 
mother’s [womb]". 
eETYM Related to PIE *neg"-no-: Skt. nagná- ‘naked’ (RV+), YAv. mayna- ‘naked’ 
(< *magna-), Khot. bünaa-, Oss. bægnæg ‘naked’ (< *bagnaka-), Gr. youvóg ‘naked, 
unarmed’ (from *nog"-no-, with -o- due to the following labiovelar), Lith. nuogas 
‘naked’, etc. [HAB 3: 308; Pokorny 1959: 769; Frisk 1: 332-333; Mayrhofer EWAia 
2, 1996: 5-6]. The *e-grade is seen in Hitt. nekumant- ‘naked’ (for references, see 
below). The PIE word is considered to have had a static inflection: nom. *nog"-s, 
Gen. *neg"-s (see Beekes 1992: 183,5; 1994: 91-94; 1995: 196, 198). 

The initial m- of Arm. merk has been linked with the Iranian (Meillet 1921: 227; 
19221: 227; see also Walde/Hofmann 2, 1954: 185; for other references, see HAB 3: 
308b; Solta 1960: 228-229; on Petersson's view, see below), and the -r- is explained 
by restoring a QIE *meg"-ro- (HAB 3: 308; Frisk 1: 333; Olsen 1999: 54-55). In 
view of the absence of cognate forms with the suffix *-ro-, however, Meillet (1930: 
186) welcomes the hypothesis of Benveniste (1930: 187), who derives merk from 
*meg" (e)do-: Lat. nudus, etc. involving a development comparable to that of *dw > 
rk and a subsequent metathesis -kr > -rk (see also Solta 1960: 228-229; de 
Lamberterie 1992: 257; sceptical: Olsen 1999: 55,15; Viredaz 2003: 7155). For a 
further discussion on the PIE etymon, see Grammont 1909; Janda 1996: 89-92. 

The Avestan form is explained through dissimilation n...n > m...n, although 
Meillet (1930: 186) considers this hypothesis as ‘téméraire’ because there are no 
other examples. Since all the Iranian forms, except for the Avestan, point to initial 
*b-, Cheung (2002: 172; cf. Szemerényi 1966: 217) reconstructs Dir *bagna-, for 
the Avestan form assuming a (partial) assimilation: b...n > m...n. On the other hand, 
the theory on dissimilation *neg"no- > *meg"no- would be comparable with 
*neg"no- > *neg"mo- seen in Hitt. nekumant- ‘naked’ (see Tischler HEG 2.7, 1991: 
307-309; Kloekhorst 2008: 602-603; cf. Lindeman 1965: 32). One may also think of 
a labial assimilation, cf. PIE */5nog""- ‘nail’ > Toch. *mekwä ‘nails’, perhaps also 
Arm. magil ‘claw’. 

Arm. merk may be somehow associated with Jerk ‘hairless’. From PIE *neg"-no- 
we might arrive at a PArm. *lerk through dissimilation n...n > I...n (cf. Gr. Aouvóc), 
with -r- as in merk. For literature and a discussion, see also Petersson 1920: 87-89; 
Makaev 1974: 59-60. Further see s.v. lerk ‘hairless’. 

The complex relationship between merk, lerk, as well as bok ‘barefoot’ (< *b'oso-, 
cf. Lith. básas, OCS bos» ‘barefooted’, etc.) is discussed by Winter 1980. A 
contamination of PArm. *nok- (< *nog"-, cf. Lith. niogas, OCS nag» ‘naked’) and 
*boho- ‘barefoot’ would result in bok more easily if one takes into account also 
another theoretically possible form, viz. PArm. *be/okno- (cf. Iran. *bagna). Hamp 
(1986-87) treats bok ‘barefoot’ as *b^oso-g"o-, a compound with *-g"o- ‘going’ (cf. 
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Olsen 1999: 208, 700, 786; Beekes 2003: 160, 170). For the contraction *-oso- > 
*-oho- > -o-, see Clackson 1994: 53. 

Bearing in mind what has been said on Greek and Iranian forms, one may perhaps 
try to introduce another form wich, as far as I am aware, has not received an 
etymological explanation, that is Arm. dial. *tkl-or and *tkl-oz ‘naked’ (see Acarean 
1913: 1031b): QIE *nog"-no- > PArm. *nuk-no- > *tukno- > *tklor. Alternatively: 
*nog"e/od"os- (cf. Lat. nüdus, Olr. nocht, OHG nackt, etc., see Walde/Hofmann 2, 
1954: 185; Schrijver 1991: 274-275; Beekes 1994: 93-94; 1994a: 7) > PArm. 
*nuk(V)to- > *lukto- with l- as in (or from) lerk ‘hairless’ and Gr. Avuvóç. This 
etymology is, of course, highly hypothetical. 

Orel 1994a: 38 derives Arm. merk from IE *merag- ‘shine, shimmer’ (cf. Lith. 
márgas ‘motley’, etc.), which is unconvincing. 


merj ‘near’, merjim, merjenam ‘to approach, touch’ (Bible+). 

For Biblical attestations and a philological discussion, see Clackson 1994: 150, 
230207. 
eETYM Since Meillet and others, connected with Gr. ueypı ‘as far as; up to, about, 
nearly; until; as long as, wilst’ (see HAB 3: 308-309). PArm. *merji is seen in 
merjenam < *merji-anam (see HAB ibid., and especially Clackson 1994: 230207). 
Adontz (1937: 10-11) assumes *me-g"r-i, a compound of *me- ‘in’ and the locative 
of the word for ‘hand’, thus ‘at hand’. In view of Hitt. kessar ‘hand’ (cf. loc. 
kis(Se)ri), one has to start with *me-$"sr-i (Frisk 2: 222; sceptical: Hamp 1983: 7). 
For a thorough discussion, see Clackson 1994: 150-152. 

The proto-form *me-$"sr-i helps to explain the absence of depalatalization of 
i dh before *-r- in Armenian [Kortlandt 1985b: 10; 1986: 42 = 2003: 58, 71; 
Beekes 2003: 176, 207]. See also2.1.22.7. 


mek‘, gen. mer, acc.-dat. mez, abl. i menj, instr. me(a)wk' ‘we’ (Bible+); *mer- in 
compounds [HAB 3: 309b]. 

The Armenian translator of the Grammar of Dionysius Thrax records a dual 
monk ‘we both’ (Adonc* 1915-2008: 28; see also Jahukyan 1954: 98). According to 
Karst (1901: 134-1353 = 2002: 135.5), monk‘ in fact must be seen as a plural form 
found in the dialect of Larabat as munk“. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly with a nasal epenthesis, *menk' [HAB 3: 
3109; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 58, 60]. The nasalles form is found in Ham&en mek‘, mek/k ' 
(e.g. mek‘ astak' ‘we said’, see Aéatyan 1947: 72, 245), Agulis mik? [Aéatean 1935: 
147, 374], Metri me Vik” [Alayan 1954: 181, 280a], Samaxi mek‘ [Batramyan 1964: 
105, 214]; note also Hadrut‘ and Salax-Xcaberd muk‘ vs. Larabal munk' [Davt'yan 
1966: 427]. Further see H. Muradyan 1982: 327-328. 

On Larabat munk' (Patkanov 1869: 69; Davt‘yan 1966: 427; cf. Cirbied 1823: 
753), see also above. The labial vowel may have been taken from duk' pl. ‘you’; 
typologically compare OCS my next to Lith. més and Arm. mek‘, with -y taken from 
vy pl. ‘you’ (cf. Lith. jis, etc.). 
eETYM Compared with Lith. més; Latv. més, OCS my, etc., see Meillet 1894: 161; 
1936: 92; Hiibschmann 1897: 474; HAB 3: 309b with further references; Schmitt 
1981: 115, 117; Jahukyan 1982: 141, 147. For a further discussion, in particular of 
the relationship with PIE ‘you’ and the analogical nature of m-, as well as on *ns-me, 
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etc., see Rix 1992: 178-179; Beekes 1995: 208-209; Szemerényi 1996: 217-219; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 454-455; Matzinger 1997a. 

For a discussion on *-ro- of me-r and je-r (cf. Lat. nostrum, etc.; see also s.v. 
iw-r), see Meillet 1927b: 2; 1936: 92; Schmitt 1981: 117; Jahukyan 1982: 147, 150; 
Weitenberg 1983a: 113,, 115-117; Kortlandt 1984a: 100 = 2003: 47. 

The -/ in Ipl.abl. men-j and 2pl.abl. jen-j is hardly related with -/ in kn-oj and mi- 
oj, as is assumed in Charpentier 1909: 253; AéarLiak 2, 1954: 57; Jahukyan 1982: 
150. According to an ingenious explanation of Kortlandt (1984a: 103-104 = 2003: 
50; cf. Beekes 1995: 117-118), it continues earlier *-i- from a PIE ending *-ios seen 
in AbIPI *b"-ios vs. *-b'os. 


még, o-stem: ISg mig-o-v in the Bible (three times); Movsés Katankatuac‘i (7" cent.) 
[V. Atak‘elyan 1983: 188^]; Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.); i- or a-stem: 
GDSg mig-i in the Bible (twice); IPL mig-o-k' [= -a-w-k'] (Grigor Narekac‘i), if 
reliable, points to a-stem. LocSg i mig-i (Bible, four times, and Grigor Magistros) 
does not necessarily point to i- or a-stem. For locatives in -i, also with o-stems, see 
2.2.1.5. Note that in Job one finds both ISg mig-o-v and LocSg i mig-i. See also 
Olsen 1999: 183, 183339. ‘mist, fog, darkness’ (Bible+). 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.86 (1913-1991: 232"; transl. Thomson 1978: 239): 
koc'e zmeg barbarov “He summons the mist with [his] voice"; cf. Job 38.34: 
koé ‘ic ‘es zmeg barbarov : kxaA£oeig ð végog gouf, Here még renders Gr. végoc 
*cloud". 
eDIAL See s.v. *mg-l-im; ‘to cloud’. 
eETYM Since Klaproth 1831: 103b, NHB 2: 258c, and others, linked with Skt. 
meghá- m. ‘cloud, gloomy weather’, Av. maeya- m. ‘cloud’, Gr. óutyAr ‘mist, fog’, 
Lith. migla ‘fog’, Dutch dial. miggelen ‘staubregnen’, etc. [Hübschmann 1883: 42; 
1897: 474; Kern 1894: 108; Meillet 1936: 28; HAB 3: 311-312; Pokorny 1959: 712; 
Solta 1960: 186; Jahukyan 1987: 107; 137, 180]. From  "A;meig-o- or 
*h;meig"-eh>-. Olsen (1999: 183) suggests to explain the apparent vacillation 
between o- and (probably) a-stems from an old pattern masculine : collective (like 
Lat. locus : loca). 

Hübschmann (1897: 474, s.v. méz ‘urine’) points out that Arm. még may also be 
an Iranian loan. Benveniste (1957-58: 60) is inclined to the Iranian origin. See also 
Schmitt 1983: 108, 109; L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 213 (with reservation); Olsen 1999: 
183. In view of the absence of a “prothetic” vowel in Armenian (cf. Hovdhaugen 
1968: 120, 130), the loan theory becomes more widespread: Austin 1941: 88; 
Beekes 1969: 22; 2003: 168; Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 110b. Greppin 
(1981a: 505) also treats még as an Iranian loan and notes that the expected form 
would be *ameg. 

Dial. *mg-I-im; ‘to cloud’ (q.v.), which is mentioned only by scholars from 
Armenia, favours the native origin in view of its internal -/- that is reminiscent of the 
Greek and Balto-Slavic forms. 

I hypothetically propose the following solution for the lack of an initial vowel in 
Armenian: *h;m- > PArm. *om- > *(u)m-V- (see 2.1.17.3). 


méj, o-stem: GDSg mij-o-y, LocSg i mij-i, etc. (Bible); later also a-stem: ISg mij-a- 
w in Plato (cf. also GDPI mij-a-c' in a number of dialects) ‘the middle; (anatom.) 
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back’ (Bible+), ‘mid, middle’ (Agat'angelos, Paterica); and mef, i mëi ‘in the 
middle, amid’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL The forms mër ‘middle’ and frozen pl. mëtt" (anatom.) ‘back’ are ubiquitous 
in the dialects [HAB 3: 313b]. Remarkably, the frozen mejk‘ is attested already in 
the oldest epic fragments as accusative z-mej-k' and allative i mej-k' (Movsés 
Xorenac‘i 2.40, 1913-1991: 17945, but in some dialects one still finds GDPI *mij- 
a-c‘ next to the nominative *mé-k‘. For more detail on these and related issues, see 
s.v. mawru-k' ‘beard’. 

Hamsen has preserved the old singular mej (anatom.) ‘back’ > mec‘ [Aéaryan 
1947: 245]. Traces of the old paradigm may also be found, cf. e.g. Sasun > T‘alin 
micvu ‘of my back’ attested in a famous folk-song (see R. Xac'atryan 1999: 118a, 
three times) vs. ClArm. gen. mij-o-y. The -v- of this form may be analogical after -vi 
(original dual) frequent in body-part names. 

In some dialects, the form mé ‘in the middle’ is found with a nasal epenthesis. 
For this form and Romani mindz “female genitals’ as a borrowing from Armenian, 
see Clackson 2004. 
eETYM From PIE *med"io-: Skt. mádhya- adj. ‘middle, located in the middle’, subst. 
n. ‘the middle’ (RV+), madhyá adv. ‘in the middle’ (Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
303), OAv. maidiia-, YAv. maióiia- ‘middle, the middle’, Gr. ugoog, Aeol. uéoooc, 
Cret. Boeot. uérrog ‘middle’ (Rix 1992: 90), Lat. medius adj. ‘mid, middle’, medium 
n. ‘middle’, Goth. midjis, OHG mitti ‘located in the middle’, Russ. meza ‘boundary’, 
etc. 

Arm. mej derives from *med"io- > PArm. *meidio- through regular palatalization 
*-q'j- > -j- (2.1.22.1) and anticipation of of *-i- or development *-e- > *-ei- before 
palatal (2.1.2). For the etymology and a phonological discussion, see Klaproth 1831: 
103a; NHB 2: 259a; HAB 3: 313 with lit.; Meller 1936: 52, 73-74, 101; Pisani 
1950: 179; Pokorny 1959: 706; Clackson 1994: 60, 2119; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
380b; Olsen 1999: 25, 811, 830, 911. 

PArm. *meidya- > *mij-a- ‘the back’ (vs. *-yo- ‘middle’), pl. tant. in practically 
all the dialects, possibly points to a neuter noun (cf. Skt. mádhya- n. “the middle’, 
Lat. medium n. ‘middle’) and may be derived from neuter plural *med"i(e)h;-. Less 
probably, it can be traced back to fem. *med"ieh >, cf. Russ. meza ‘boundary’, etc. 


mi, gen. mi-o-y, dat.-loc. mi-um, instr. mi-o-v; also gen.-loc. mi-o-j, abl. mi-o-j-é ‘one’, 
‘a’ (Bible+); compositional mi-a- (Bible+), me- < *mi-a- in me-tasan, i-stem: GDPI 
metasan-i-c', IPl metasan-i-w-k' “eleven’ (Bible+), me-kin ‘single, only, simple, 
mere, clear, explained’ (Hexaemeron, John Chrysostom, Evsebius of Caesarea, 
Severian of Gabala, Cyril of Jerusalem, Book of Chries, Anania Sirakac‘i, George of 
Pisidia, etc.), meknem ‘to divide, separate, isolate, stretch, explain’ (Bible+); mews, 
miws, gen. miws-o-y, dat. miws-um (Agat‘angetos, Evsebius of Caesarea, Gregory of 
Nyssa, etc.) ‘another, the other’ (Bible+) (= mi + ews, NHB 2: 282c); mianam ‘to be 
united’ (Bible+); miayn ‘only’ (Bible+), compositional men-a- (Bible+); miayn-ak 
‘alone’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, etc.); *mimean- ‘each other’, acc. mimean-s, gen.-dat. 
mimean-c ‘, instr. mimeam-b-k‘ (Bible+); miak (Movses Xorenac‘i, Philo, etc.), mek 
(Plato, Mxit'ar Goš, etc.) ‘one’; mi-n ‘one’ (George of Pisidia, Grigor Narekac‘i, 
Nersés Lambronac'i, etc.), minawor ‘isolated’ (Agat‘angetos+); hellenophile mu 
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one. 
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For the paradigm and a morphological discussion, see Meillet 1913: 66-68; 1936: 
90-91; Schmitt 1981: 128; Weitenberg 1984a; Clackson 1994: 64-67. 
eDIAL Ararat mi, Akn postposed indefinite article mi. Reduced indefinite article ma 
(m’ before a vowel) in Polis, HamSen, Sebastia, Xarberd, Tigranakert, Zeyt‘un, etc.; 
note also postposed -əm in Axalc‘xa and Karin. The form min is found in Larabat, 
Jula, Polis, etc. The forms mék ‘one’ and miaynak > *menak, etc. ‘alone’ are 
ubiquitous [HAB 3: 319a]. Interesting is Jula mekn ‘correctly, right, upright’, 
referring e.g. to the way of sitting or holding a book (Aéafean 1940: 376a). 

An exceptional and obscure form is found in Agulis, muyn, China mun, which is 
not explained by Aéaryan (1935: 60, 375; HAB 3: 318b; for textual illustrations, see 
M. Zak‘aryan 2008: 228). The vocalism here can hardly be due to influence of the 
labial nasal m-, cf. mis ‘meat’ > mays, mit-k‘ ‘mind’ > maytk‘, etc. The final -an 
yields Agulis -un, but this does not solve the problem either because the Agulis form 
is muyn, and a proto-form *mian would be obscure. Nor do we have evidence for - 
ayn > Agulis -uyn, thus min > *mayn > *muyn is uncertain, too. One is tempted to 
consider Larabal mu- in mu-xrek ‘a bit’, which Acaryan (HAB 3: 319a) hesitantly 
compares with literary mu. If this proves to be correct, the form mu should be 
regarded as more than an artificial hellenizing creation. This is reminiscent of the 
case of Larabat munk‘ and hellen. monk‘ vs. basic mek‘ ‘we’ (q.v.). 
eETYM Connected with Gr. uia f. ‘one’ < *smih;-, Alb. një ‘one’ (see Kortlandt 
1986: 40 = 2003: 70; Clackson 1994: 175) vs. Gr. eic ‘one’ < *sem-s, cf. Toch. A sas, 
B se ‘one; same’, in pl. ‘some’ (see Hilmarsson 1984; Adams 1999: 658-659), Gr. 
ġ&ua ‘at the same time, together’, dude ‘one and the same’, Skt. samá- ‘the same’, 
Av. hama-, MPers., NPers. ham ‘the same’, Lat. semel ‘once, a single time’, etc. 
Hübschmann 1883: 43; 1897: 474; HAB 3: 317-318 with rich lit.; Pokorny 1959: 
902; Mallory/Adams 1997: 399a. 

The PArm. original paradigm *hem- < *sem- (masc.) vs. *miya- < *smiieh;- 
(fem.) was probably reshaped into *miyo- (masc.) *miya- (fasc.), cf. gen. mioy, etc.; 
traces of *miya- > *mea- may be seen in mekin ‘single’ and metasan ‘eleven’, see 
Hübschmann ibid.; HAB ibid.; Meillet 1978: 69-71 < RevEtArm 5, 1925: 1-4; 1936: 
99-100; Schmitt 1981: 128, 131; for further references and a discussion, see 
Clackson 1994: 46-47, 175-176, 20859; cf. Kortlandt 1994a: 253, 253 = 2003: 98, 
101; Olsen 1999: 174, 812, 826-827; Beekes 2003: 190. On mi-ayn, see Meillet 
1922h. 

It has been argued that the oblique forms mioy and mium on the one hand and 
mioj on the other represent the original masc. and fem. sets of pronominal endings, 
respectively (Kortlandt 1984a: 100-101; 1994a: 253 — 2003: 47-48, 98; Weitenberg 
1984a; 1989: 68-69). For a critical analysis of this view, see Clackson 1994: 63-67. 
The alternant form mi-n may reflect the accusative of mi (Kortlandt 1994a: 253, 256 
— 2003: 98, 101, see also 59). 

It is tempting to regard the dialectal (Axalc‘xa, Karin) postposed form -am ‘a’ as 
a relic of PArm. *(h)im < *sem- ‘one’. 


mi prohibitive particle ‘not’ (Bible+). 


eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects; Larabat has mi, mir, maer, mil, mél (see Davt‘yan 
1966: 428), pl. mrek‘; with a final -n : Agulis, Metri man [HAB 3: 316a]. 
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All the forms cited by Acaryan (HAB 3: 316a) are accented except for the m - 
forms before words with an initial vowel. 
eETYM From PIE *meh, prohibitive particle: Skt. ma (RV+), Av. md, Gr. uý, Alb. 
mo; cf. also Toch. mà ‘not’, not a prohibitive particle. If the word originally meant 
‘not’ and later obtained the function of the prohibitive, we are dealing with an 
Armeno-Greek-Alb.-Indo-Iranian grammatical isogloss. In the tables of Jahukyan 
(1987: 99, 137), Toch. and Phryg. or Thrac. are included, too. 


mic, AblSg i macé (Philo) ‘(fetid) mud’ (Philo, Gregory of Nyssa, Dawit‘ Anyalt‘); 
mceal ‘dirty, dark’ (in the dictionary entitled Arjern bararan, Venice, 1865); with 
expressive z-: z-mc-eal ‘impure, sinful’ in 2 Paralipomenon 27.2 (Xalat'eanc' 1899: 
96b): ew takawin Zolovurdk'n zmceal Ein : kai & ó Aadg karepdeipero. For 
philological analysis of this Biblical form (unknown to NHB and Astuacaturean 
1895), see Aéarean 1908a: 14-15; HAB 3: 321. 

According to HAB 3: 321a, here belongs also mjut‘iwn ‘duskiness, darkness (of 
smoke)’ in the letter from Bishop Giwt (5" cent.) to Vaé‘é (king of Aluank*) apud 
Movses Kalankatuac'i 1.11, the passage see NHB 2: 286a. The critical text by V. 
Arak‘elyan (1983: 22^ has here mlj-k-ut'iwn (var. mljut'iwn), however. The 
passage runs as follows: zmljkut'iwn cxoyn i spitakut'iwn suSani Srjec‘er “you 
turned <...> the darkness of the smoke into the witeness of a lily" (transl. Dowsett 
1961: 13). We may posit thus a by-form *milj- probably metathesized from *mic-t- 
(or contaminated with mitt ‘to strangle, suffocate’, on which see s.v. helj-a-mtj-uk 
‘drowned, suffocated, oppressed’); see also s.v. *meic/j prob. ‘soot’. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 30) compares mic with Saxon smitta ‘dirt, spot’, 
OHG smiz ‘spot’, etc., positing *smid-io- for Armenian. This is accepted in Pokorny 
1959: 966, listing these Armenain and Germanic forms under *smei-d- ‘to smear’ 
and adding OCS smédb ‘dark, swarthy, dusky’ (see also SaradZeva 1986: 95). Adams 
apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 528b considers this connection uncertain. 

The sound development *-di- > Arm. -c- is untenable. One rather expects -c- (see 
2.1.22.1). More probably, mic, if etymologized correctly, reflects an analogical 
nominative *(s)mid-s (see 2.2.1.2). One may also consider an influence of other 
synonymous words such as atc- vs. ait ‘dirt, filth’, piłce ‘filthy, abominable’ vs. pit-or 
‘id.’. One may also assume a connection to (or contamination with) Arm. *meic/j 
prob. ‘soot’ and PIE *smerd- ‘to stink’, cf. Lith. smirdziu, smirdeti ‘to stink’, etc. 
(see above on the by-form *mifj-). 


mis, o-stem: GDSg ms-o-y, AblSg i ms-o-y (abundant evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 1018-1019), a-stem: GDPI ms-a-c‘, AbIPl i ms-a-c‘ (Plato, 
Yovhannés Sarkawag) ‘flesh, meat’ (Bible+); ms-an, an-stem: IP] msan-am-b-k* (a 
few attestations in Leviticus, rendering Gr. unpiov, and once in Gtregory of Nyssa) 
‘the fleshy part of loins’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 324a]. 
eETYM Since long (Schróder, Klaproth, NHB, etc., see HAB 3: 324a), connected 
with the PIE word for ‘meat’, *memso-: Skt. māmsá- n. (vs. más, acc.sg. n.), Goth. 
mimz, OCS meso, OPr. menso, mensa, Toch. B misa n., f. pl. tant., Alb. mish, etc. 
(Hübschmann 1897: 474; HAB 3: 323-324; Pokorny 1959: 725; Jahukyan 1987: 
138; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 343-344; Demiraj 1997: 269-270; Mallory/Adams 
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1997: 374-375; Adams 1999: 464; Olsen 1999: 22, 299; Beekes 2003: 168-169). For 
the development *-Ns > Arm. -s, see 2.1.11. 

For the form *ms-an-n compare mkan-un-k‘, mkan-an-c ' ‘back’ (for a discussion, 
see Olsen 1999: 298-299); cf. also /usanunk‘ which presupposes a NSg *lus-an-n 
‘lynx’ (q.v.). One may think of QIE *mé(m)s-n- seen in Gr. ufjvryc ‘skin, cuticle’, but 
the appurtenance of this Greek word is disputed. 

According to Aéatyan (HAB 3: 323b), Arm. mrc'-an-unk', attested only in 
Oskip‘orik, is an erroneous form. In the case the form is reliable, one is tempted to 
posit an older *mirs- < *mis-r- from *mems-r-, cf. Gr. unpoc m. ‘the upper fleshy 
part of the shank’, Lat. membrum n. ‘limb’, etc. This is, of course, highly 
conjectural. 

Arm. mis has two stems: o- and a- (cf. Jahukyan 1959: 321b). It is remarkable 
that none of the 70 Biblical attestations listed in Astuacaturean 1895: 1018-1019 is 
in plural. Besides, the o-declension is not found in plural, whereas the evidence for 
a-declension comes almost exclusively from the plural. This makes me assume that, 
next to PArm. neuter singular *mis-o- (reflected in GDSg ms-o-y), there was a 
PArm. neuter plural or collective *mis-a- (reflected in GDPI ms-a-c ^) deriving from 
PIE *mems-h;- (cf. Specht 1947: 50 and Adams 1999: 464 on Baltic, Tocharian, 
etc.). 


mit, a-stem; frequently in pl. mit-k', GDPl mt-ac‘; NHB cites no attestations for 
singular oblique cases apart from loc. i mt-i and ISg mt-aw (only in z-mtaw acem ‘to 
consider’) ‘mind, intelligence’ (Bible+). 

Among numerous phrases mit dnem ‘to consider, attend; to view or contemplate 
attentively’, i mti dnem ‘to decide, confirm in one’s mind’ < *‘to put in(to) one’s 
mind’ (Bible+) deserves particular attention. In MidArm. we find mitk‘ dnel ‘to pay 
attention, be attentive’ in Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i as" cent.) [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 
138a], and in ModArm.: mitk‘(a) dnel, mtk‘in dnel, mtk‘um (loc.) dnel ‘to decide, 
intend, aim’ [Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 339-340; HayLezDarjBar 1975: 436a, 444, 
445a]. See also on dialects. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mainly as frozen *mit-k'. Alongside with *mit-k‘, 
some dialects, such as T‘iflis, Ararat, Agulis, Polis, have also mit [HAB 3: 325-326]. 

Frozen IPI mtok‘ (< mt-a-w-k‘) is attested in the work of the 18"-century famous 
poet Sayat‘-Nova, who spoke and wrote in the dialect of T'iflis (see K‘o¢‘oyan 
1963: 16, 131). 

Nor Naxijewan, Polis mitk‘a dnel ‘to intend, decide to do smth.’ [Acarean 1913: 
782b]. 
eETYM Related to Gr. undeo ‘counsels, plans, arts’ (pl. of the unattested *unöog, 
-€0¢, s-stem neuter), wéd@ ‘to protect, rule over’, uedouoı ‘to provide for, be mindful 
of; to plan, contrive, devise’, undouaı ‘to be minded, intend; to take care, keep 
watch’, Lat. medeor ‘to heal, cure’, Umbrian mers ‘law, justice’ < *medos, etc. 
(Hübschmann 1883: 43; 1897: 474-475; HAB 3: 325). From PIE *med-: *méd- or 
*meh d for a discussion, see Beekes 1973: 92; 1988a: 30; Clackson 1994: 147-149; 
Meissner 2006: 72-73, 80-83. Arm. mit(-k‘) has been explained from a PIE s-stem 
neuter, and the a-stem declension may be built upon the neuter plural-collective 
*med-es-(e)h;- (Hamp 1983: 5-6; Clackson 1994: 22999). 
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The phrase ‘to put (in) mind’ (mit dnem, etc.) which is present in ClArm, 
MidArm., ModArm. and dialects, seems to continue PIE formula *mens- d'eh,- ‘to 
put in the mind’, replacing the first member by mit < *med-. 


*ml-i/uk, *ml-ak (dial.) ‘midge; bed-bug; nit’ 
eDIAL Mertekóz-Nikomidia mlug ‘nit’, Tiflis, Ararat mlak ‘midge’, Nor Naxijewan 
mlag ‘mosquito’, Larabat mlak‘ ‘bed-bug’, Mus mlig, Van mlik *bed-bug' [HAB 3: 
328b], Moks malik [Orbeli 2002: 290]. 
eETYM Together with m/mlem ‘to rub’, etc., related with malem ‘to crush, grind’ 
(q.v.), see Lidén 1906: 82-83; Meillet 1924: 4-5; HAB 3: 328b; Jahukyan 1987: 138. 


mtet ‘dust, chaff, ash’ in Isaiah 5.24 (rendering Gr. yvod¢ ‘dust’), Philo, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Paterica), met ‘id.’ (Paterica, Geoponica) through metathesis (cf. *barein < 
batein ‘bindweed’); mlelem ‘to make turn to dust, incinerate, destroy’ (Yovhan 
Ojnec'i, Gregory of Nyssa, Colophons); dial. *m#-met ‘chaff’. 
eDIAL Mu, Alaskert miei, mret, Xarberd mref, Hacon matot ‘chaff? [HAB 3: 332a], 
Moks merel, gen. martan, pl. maret-k?ir ‘camasa menkas Mär conombr [Orbeli 
2002: 291]; reduplicated: uła mimet, Ararat mime? ‘chaff’ [HAB 3: 332a]; Xarberd 
mrelel ‘to annihilate, destroy’, Zeyt'un mrelil ‘to vanish, be annihilated, be 
destroyed’ [HAB 3: 332a]. 
eETYM Probably belongs with malem ‘to crush, grind’ (q.v.), cf. OHG melm ‘dust, 
sand’, MHG malmen ‘to crush’, etc. (see HAB 3: 331-332 with references). 
Hesitantly Olsen 1999: 953. See also s.v. *mut- ‘grinding, crushing’, *mimet, *mt- 
mo/ut ‘moth, clothes moth’. 


mnam, 1sg.aor. mnac‘-i, 3sg.aor. mnac ', imper. mna (rich evidence in the Bible, see 
Astuacaturean 1895: 1024-1025) ‘to remain, stay, wait’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Interesting are: T'avriz, T'ehran mnna- with 
geminate nasal; Mus, AlaSkert aor. mac ʻi, imper. manc ‘i [HAB 3: 333b]. 
eETYM From PIE *men- ‘to remain, stay’: Skt. man- ‘to wait, remain’, YAv. man- 
(mgn-) ‘to remain, dwell, MPers. NPers. mandan ‘to wait’, Gr. uevo ‘to stay, wait’, 
Lat. maneo, ere ‘to stay, remain; to await; to last, endure’ < *m(o)n-e- < stative 
*m(o)n-eh;- (Beekes apud Schrijver 1991: 457-458; de Vaan 2008: 362; cf. Rikov 
1998: 33-34, positing *mnh;-eh;-), etc.; the Armenian form reflects “minam < *men- 
d-je-, cf. iterative Gr. ézr-ueumvákavu, etc.; 3.sg.aor. mnac' ‘he remained’ < 
*(e-)menäsket. 

For the etymology and a morphological discussion, see NHB 2: 286c; 
Hübschmann 1897: 475; 1899: 46; Grammont 1918: 246; HAB 3: 333b with 
references; Meillet 1936: 48, 103, 110; Pokorny 1959: 729; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 
383; Laragyulyan 1961: 55-56, 75-76; Alabekyan 1979: 67; K. Schmidt 1980: 42; 
1980a: 1-2; Klingenschmitt 1982: 91-92; Jahukyan 1982: 166-168, 176, 186-187, 
190-192; Clackson 1994: 80, 106; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 306-307; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 482a; Cheung 2007: 73-74. 


mšuš ‘fog’, aMidArm. word [HAB 3: 336a; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 142b]. Recorded in 
Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ [Amalyan 1975: 2195??!]. In this dictionary it is found also as msds, 
rendering maraxut ‘fog’ (209!*). As is pointed out by Amalyan (1975: 405^), 
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this is a dialectal form. One may assume that msos reflects an Eastern dialectal 
(probably Larabal, etc.) form with u > >, although the word is not recorded here. 
eDIAL Van [Aécarean 1913: 789], Ararat [Amatuni 1912: 485b], Sebastia [HAB 3: 
336b]; for a possible indirect evidence in Larabat or surroundings, see above. 

Note in a fairy-tale from Ijewan, the village of Uzunt‘ala (A. Karapetyan < 
Hambarjum Karapetyan, 1959: HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 421, lines 2-3, 9, p. 422, line -13). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 336b) calls attention to Syriac mis ‘fog’, Assyrian mušu 
‘night’, etc. but leaves the origin of the Armenian word open. Jahukyan (1967: 203, 
309) compares with Arm. dial. *muz ‘fog’ and még ‘fog’ (q.v.), alternatively 
pointing out to IE *meis- ‘twinkling, mist’ (for msus) and *smeug(h)- ‘smoke’ (for 
*muz). These comparisons are uncertain and are not mentioned in his 1982 and 
1987. In 1990: 71 Jahukyan mentions mius as a word of unknown origin. See also 
s.v. *muz ‘fog’. 

Is there any relation with Arm. dial.*asmus ‘twilight’ (see s.v. *afj- ‘darkness, 
twilight")? 


*moz ‘great, much, mighty, increased’, only in the verb mozanam ‘to become large or 
mighty, increase’ (John Chrysostom, Eusebius of Caesarea), caus. mozac‘uc‘anem 
(John Chrysostom). 

The evidence is scarce, and there are reading variants with -/- and -7- instead of 
-z-. Therefore the word should be regarded as uncertain [HAB 3: 337-338]. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted by Acaryan [HAB 3: 338a]. 

See s.v. mec 'great, big, large". 


mol-im ‘to become mad’ (Bible+), mol-or-im ‘to err, to be confused, mistaken; to 
become mad’ (Bible+), in the dialect of Svedia ‘to see badly’, moar ‘erring, 
deceiving’ (see Olsen 1999: 338), mol-i ‘mad, furious’ (Bible+), in Eznik Kotbac‘i 
1.22 (5" cent.): ‘a kind of sorcerer’ (see Garamanlean 1931: 646, espec. note 19, and 
HAB 3: 339b, referring to the ecstatic fury of the sorcerer or the prophet, mol-ic‘ 
(prob.) ‘sorcerer’ (Yovhan Mandakuni; see NHB 2: 294a). In P‘awstos Buzand 6.8: 
Molis du, dew uremn haraw i k‘ez? “Are you mad, has some devil gotten into you?” 
(transl. Garsoian 1989: 236™'). For the semantic field cf. šišał. On the ecstatic fury 
of the the prophet and/or poet, see Thieme 1968 (< 1954); Schmitt 1967: 302ff; 
Gamkrelidz/Ivanov 1984: 835-836; Toporov 1995: 6071. 

In T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent.) 2.1 DN. M. Vardanyan 1985: 124": sinen 
<...> zormzdakan meheann, ew zkrakapastut ‘ean molut ‘iwn borbok ‘en i nma : “they 
built <...> a temple to Ormizd and lit therein the fire of their erring worship” (transl. 
Thomson 1985: 144). A more literal translation would go as follows: “<...> and 
kindled therein the erring/fury of fire-worship” (cf. the ModArm. translation in V. 
M. Vardanyan 1985: 125). 
eDIAL The verb molorim is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 340]. For the 
meaning in Svedia, see above. 
eETYM Compared with Dutch mal ‘foolish, funny, crazy, cracked, mad’, Skt. malva- 
*unbesonnen, töricht’ (cf., however, Mayrhofer EW Aia 2, 1996: 334), etc. [HAB 3: 
339-340; Finck 1903]. See also met(-k 9. 


moš ‘tamarisk; blackberry, bramble’: mos-a-vayri ‘wild tamarisk’ in Jeremiah 17.6, 
rendering Gr. &ypio-uopt f. ‘tamarisk’ (lit. ‘wild-tamarisk’), also in Commentary 
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on Genesis by Vardan Arewelc‘i (in contrast with moreni *bramble"), mos vayri ‘id.’ 
(“Girk‘ t‘tt‘oc*”); mos-i ‘tamarisk’ in Galen rendering Gr. murik = uvpixn ‘tamarisk’ 
[NHB 2: 297a; Greppin 1985: 78], in MidArm. mostly ‘bramble, blackberry-bush’, 
cf. gen. sew mosoy ‘of black bramble’ in the 13"-century “Bžškaran jioy" 
[C‘ugaszyan 1980: 125''], and moš described as mirg seaw ‘black fruit’ of the 
thorny shrub mosi in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ [Amalyan 1975: 219"""]: mos also in 
Geoponica; moS-eni, GDPl moseneac' ‘bramble, blackberry-bush’ (“K‘art‘lis 
c'xovreba"). See also Ali8an 1895: 443; Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 358b. 

eDIAL Agulis, Larabat msi ‘bramble, blackberry-bush’, Agulis, Larabal, Laradat, 
Larak‘ilisa, Samaxi mos ‘blackberry’; Mu& mosi ‘a bush from twigs of which 
besoms are made’, Xarberd mosi ‘a kind of tree’ [HAB 3: 346a]. The actual meaning 
in Xarberd may be identical with that of Mus, namely ‘a bush from twigs of which 
besoms are made’ (cf. Batramyan 1960: 154b on Dersim). Sasun mos-i seems to 
refer to ‘bramble’ since it is described as giving the fruit/berry mos (see Petoyan 
1954: 146; 1965: 506). 

The frequently cited mosay seems to be a ghost form deduced from mosa-vayri. 
Note, however, that Haneyan (1978: 193a) glosses ClArm. mosay by Tigranakert 
moase. The final -e in this dialect can hardly reflect ClArm. -i, cf. leti ‘gall’ > leti, oski 
‘gold’ > osgi, p‘osi ‘dust’ > p ‘osi, etc. (see Haneyan 1978: 38). It rather points to 
*moseay. Compare also Georg. "ul a vs. Arm. t‘ut‘, Aram. tūtā, etc. ‘mulberry’, as 
well as HamSen mora vs. mor ‘blackberry’ (see s.v.). Further, note the following. 

Aéaryan (1925: 61-62; HAB 3: 346a) notes that Nor Naxijewan musay (with final 
-y) ‘a kind of herb grazed by livestock’, albeit remarkable, must be a Tatar loan and 
has nothing to do with mos, which is a bush. I am not sure whether the Tatar word is 
of Turkic origin. Since the cognates of mos/mor- ‘blackberry’ mostly refer to 
‘mulberry’ in Greek, Latin, etc., and the leaves of the mulberry are used for 
livestock feed (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 646 = 1995: 556), one wonders if 
Nor Naxijewan musay (and its Tatar match?) actually means ‘mulberry’ and is 
somehow related with this mulberry/blackberry term. 
eSEMANTICS Since MidArm. and dial. mos-i refers mostly to ‘bramble, 
blackberry-bush’, and the meaning ‘tamarisk’ occurs practically only in the 
compound mos-a-vayri (Jeremiah 17.6 and one or two Bible-depending texts), one 
might assume that the basic meaning of Arm. mos-i is ‘bramble, blackberry-bush’, 
and the compound mos-a-vayri ‘tamarisk’ should be understood as ‘wild bramble’. 

Syntactically, the compound mos-a-vayri is reminiscent of is-a-vayr-i ‘onager’ 
(Eznik Kotbac‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i, John Chrysostom, Paterica, etc.), cf. övaypog = 
óvoc &ypioc. Its Greek match aypıo-uvpixn, however, reflects a reversed order of the 
components. 
eETYM No etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 345-346. 

Jahukyan correctly connects with mor ‘blackberry’, q.v. 


moranam, 1sg.aor. morac ‘-a-y, imper. mora ‘to forget’ (Bible+). 
On morac‘-awn-k‘ ‘oblivion’ (Bible+), see Olsen 1999: 652-654, 840. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 346b]. 
In a few W and SW dialects one finds -a- instead of -o-: Zeyt'un marnol (vs. 
Haéon mornol, moynol), Svedia marnil, Xarberd marnal [HAB 3: 346b], Dersim 
märnal [Batramyan 1960: 93a]. This -a- is difficult to explain within the dialects (cf. 
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e.g. Aéaryan 2003: 75 and 388 for Zeyt'un-Hacon and Svedia, respectively); further, 
see below. 

eETYM Derived from PIE *mers- ‘to forget’: Skt. mars-, pres. mysyate ‘to forget’, 
MPers. fra/a-mustan, fra-mosidan, NPers. fard-mustan ‘to forget’ (MacKenzie 
1971: 32), Lith. uz-mirsti ‘to forget’, Toch. AB märs- ‘to forget’ < *mers-, etc., see 
Bugge 1889: 23; 1892: 446; Hübschmann 1897: 475; HAB 3: 346 (referring also to 
Térvisean); Pokorny 1959: 737; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 332; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 209b; Adams 1999: 455-456; Cheung 2007: 268-269. 

Arm. morana- has been compared to Toch. A pres. märsna- ‘to forget’ (Adams 
1999: 455-456), thus *me/orsna- > PArm. *morna- or *mor(S)na > *morna- (cf. 
Meillet 1936: 40, 185; Kortlandt 1983: 10 = 2003: 40; Beekes 2003: 157) > 
moranam as (or after the type of) loganam ‘to bathe’ < *louH-, cf. Gr. Aova, Ao(F)é- 
cat, Lat. lavo, lavere ‘to wash; to bathe, soak’, avare ‘to bathe’, etc. 

On the other hand, the o-grade has been explained from an underlying unattested 
noun *morso- “einer, der vergibt" (Klingenschmitt 1982: 126-127) seen in Lith. 
marsas *oblivion, forgetfulness’, Skt. dur-mársa- “unforgettable’, etc. (cf. also Skt. 
marsana- ‘enduring, forgiving’, see Olsen 1999: 653-654, 840); note golanam ‘to 
steal’ vs. go? ‘thief? and gatem ‘to hide, conceal’. In view of the absence of a noun 
*mor, this solution is less probable. 

According to N. Simonyan 1979: 247-248, the Armenian dialectal by-form *mar- 
(a)n- (see the dialectal section) derives from an IE zero-grade form *mrs-. If this is 
accepted, one is tempted to treat this dialectal form as an archaic relic of the zero- 
grade present seen in e.g. Skt. pres. mfsyate. However, the dialectal -a- may still be 
secondary, even though it is not easily explicable at this stage. 


mor, ‘blackberry (the fruit of bramble)’, GDSg mor-i in Cyril of Alexandria, mor-eni 
“bramble, blackberry (the plant, shrub)’ (Bible+), mor-i ‘bramble’, GDSg morw-o-y 
in Thomas Aquinas, Book of virtues (transl. into Arm. in the 14^ cent. by Yakob 
Jahkec‘i); morm-eni (recorded in NHB 2: 298a as a dialectal form of moreni) 
‘blackberry’ in Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i (15" cent.) with equivalent designations in 
other languages and described as resembling the black mulberry (see Vardanjan 
1990: 142, § 667, 322, 8 2030; comment: 616, 710); the meaning ‘blackberry’ is 
corroborated by Malxaseanc‘ (HBB 3: 360c, referring also to Sepetéean) and by 
dialectal evidence (see below); morm ‘strawberry’ in Siméon Kam(a)rkapc‘i, 17" 
cent. [Alisan 1895: 445, Nr 2116; HAB 3: 347a]; according to Galen, *nightshade, 
hound's berry, or the like’, corresponding to Gr. otpvyvov, zpuxvov (see NHB 2: 
298c; Alisan 1895: 445, Nr 2117; Béguinot/Diratzouyan 1912: 82; Malxaseanc‘ 
HBB 3: 360c; Greppin 1985: 104, 108). 

Arm. mor-eni (GDSg morenw-o-y, LocSg i morenw-o-j) frequently occurs in the 
Bible always rendering Gr. fárog f., m. ‘bramble, Rubus ulmifolius’. 

In Exodus 3.2-4: morenin : ó Dárog and i mijoy morenwoy ` ék tod Parov (each: 
twice; cf. Acts 7.30). In Job 31.40: p'oxanak c'orenoy busc'i etic, ew p'oxanak 
garwoy — moreni ` avti nupod apa écéADo: uoi: Kviön, avti dë mine Dároc. In 
Deuteronomy 33.16 (Cox 1981: 213): i morenoj (var. i morenwoj) : év tæ Paro. In 
Mark 12.26: i morenwoj ` ¿mì tod Barov. In Luke 6.44: oč‘ i morenwoy kt‘en xatot : 
0008 Er Parov otagvAny mme, In Luke 20.37: i morenwoj : éxi tho Barov. In 
Acts 7.35: i morenwojn : Ev tH Bato. 
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eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. When the meaning is not specified, it is likely to 
be ‘blackberry’. 

Sasun mor-i (the plant), mor-ig (the fruit) [Petoyan 1965: 506]. 

Moks murunik ‘blackberry’, see Orbeli 2002: 294 (= *exenuxa?); M. Muradyan 
1982: 136; HAB 3: 347b; Mus, Alaskert *morenuk (HAB ibid.). 

Ganjak, Lazax, Sam&ulde mor ‘blackberry’, Larak'ilisa (Lori) mor ‘raspberry’, 
Ararat, Goris móri, Larabat móre ‘strawberry’ [HAB 3: 347b]. 

HamSen mor, gen. mar-i ‘blackberry’ (the berry), morani (the shrub) [Aéaryan 
1947: 245]. According to HAB 3: 347b: mara. This form seems reliable since it is 
also found in a song from Trapizon (see T‘orlak‘yan 1986: 135, Nr 241): Partezis 
meja mora : “In my garden (there is) mora". In the glossary of this folklore 
collection (233b), mora is glossed by elak ‘strawberry’. [The final -a is somehow 
reminiscent of Georg. /ut"-a vs. Arm. tut‘, Aram. tātā, etc. ‘mulberry’ (see HAB 2: 
202)]. 

Zeyt'un muy, mur ‘blackberry’ (the berry) vs. maymine (the shrub) from mormeni 
[Aéaryan 2003: 329]. The same distribution: Tigranakert mor vs. mormeni [Haneyan 
1978: 193a]. 

The form *mormeni is also seen in Polis mormeni which denotes both the berry 
and the shrub [HAB 3: 347b; Acaryan 1941: 93, 102, 232]. The trilled 7 of this form 
is strange since, as Aéaryan (1941: 93) assures, “the pronunciation of r as 7 is very 
odd for this dialect" whereas the opposite, namely 7 > r is very common and tends to 
be generalized even in the position before the nasal n. In this particular case, 
Aéaryan (ibid.) explains mormeni > Polis mormeni (borrowed into Turk. mormeni) 
by influence of Turk. /mor/ *dark blue'. This is not impossible. More probably, 
however, one can assume that Polis had *mor (the berry) vs. *mormeni (the shrub) 
which was levelled to mor vs. mormeni (exactly like in Tigranakert above). 
Subsequently, *mor was lost in Polis. Note that mor seems to be the only case of r > 
Ff in Tigranakert except for the position before a consonant (see Haneyan 1978: 51, 
62, and the glossary). I posit an old *mor since it 1s found in peripheral dialects from 
both Western and Eastern areas. 

In Svedia, next to marmina (the shrub), the form for the berry has been replaced 
by a compound marman-t ‘ü/öt‘ | Andreasyan 1967: 375b; Aëatvan 2003: 580], with 
t'ut' ‘mulberry’ as the second member. 

According to Aéaryan (1941: 102), the medial -m- in Polis mormeni is an 
epenthesis which originates from the influence of the initial m- and the -n- of the 
final syllable. This is unclear and unnecessary since the literary and dialectal forms 
morm, mormik, mormorik, etc. as well as some North Caucasian forms like Lak. 
mamari ‘blackberry’, etc. (see below) clearly show that the second m has an 
etymological value. 

Further: Atap‘azar momlig ‘blackberry’ (both the berry and the shrub), C‘enkiler 
(Nikomidia) *moremuk glossed by Sn-xatol, lit. “dog-grapes”, MuS *moremuk 
‘bramble’ (or *morimuk, see Amatuni 1912: 489a), Akn *morm-ik ‘raspberry’, 
Binkean, Merteköz (Nikomidia) *mormorik *blackberry', Aslanbek marm, mamr 
‘blackberry’, mərmi p ‘is ‘blackberry, bramble (the shrub)’, lit. ‘thorn of blackberry’ 
[HAB 3: 347b]. 

In Hamsen, also ‘wild strawbwerry; wild grapes’ (see Acarean 1913: 793b). 
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In a folk-song of the “Antuni” type from Akn (see Palean 1898a: 394a"! one 
finds mor : 

Inci ur gini pitnar, 
Es tatis karsen xmei: 
<..>! 

Inci ur xatot pitnar, 
Es mors moren k-utei. 

“When I needed wine, I would drink from the jar of my grandmother; when I 
needed grapes, I would eat from the mor of my mother”. 

Aéaryan (1913: 793a; see also Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 358b) considers this to be an 
unknown word. In my view, it belongs to the plant-name under discussion. That it 
pertains to (a kind of) grapes (or to a related idea) coincides with the 
above-mentioned evidence from Ham&en. Compare also C‘enkiler (Nikomidia) 
*moremuk *dog-grapes", as well as *mori xatot ‘a kind of grapes’ (see Amatuni 
1912: 4892). 

On Arabkir mamur *bramble, wild mulberry’, see below. 
eETYM Since NHB 2: 298a, linked with the Greek and Latin words for *mulberry, 
blackberry’: Gr. uopov n. ‘black mulberry; blackberry’, uopea, -én f. *mulberry-tree, 
Morus nigra’, Lat. morum, 1, n. ‘fruit of the black mulberry’, morus, 7, f. ‘black 
mulberry-tree', Welsh mer-wydden ‘mulberry, blackberry’, Olr. smér, etc., mostly as 
a native Armenian word; see HAB 3: 347a; Pokorny 1959: 749; Gamkrelidze/ 
Ivanov 1984, 2: 645-646 — 1995: 555-556; fahukyan 1987: 139. Analyzing the 
Celtic evidence (cf. especially Olr. smer) as well as Romanian zmeură ‘raspberry’, 
Modern Greek ousöpo, etc. Hamp (1973; see also Schrijver 1991: 123-124) 
tentatively proposes a South European word *(s)mor- and a Central European 
(Carpathian?) *smi(i)or-. 

Jahukyan (1987: 72, 139, 255) adds also dial. *mos (< *mors-) and *mor deriving 
them from *mor-s-, but does not specify the origin of *-s- and the distribution of 7 : 
(r)š. On this, see below. It should be noted that *mos ‘tamarisk; blackberry’ is not 
purely dialectal (see s.v.). 

Arm. mor has been compared with Lezg. mer ‘mannna; exesuka' [Šaumjan 1935: 
423]. Jahukyan (1987: 605) places this comparison into Nostratic context noting also 
(p. 588) Georg. marcqw-, Svan bäsg(i)- (< *marcqw-). On the alleged Nostratic 
*marja ‘berry’, see Illic-Svity& 1976: 43-44; Jahukyan 1987: 72, 294. On Kartv. 
*marcqw- ‘strawberry’, see Klimov 1998: 115 where no forms are cited outside 
Kartvelian. 

Next to the above-mentioned Lezg. mer ‘mannna; exeBuka’, there are other North 
Caucasian forms: Lak. mamari ‘blackberry’, Darg. *mVmVrV (Chir. mimre) 
‘raspberry’, Chechen mürg 'guelder rose, snowball-tree' < PNakh. dimin. *mor-ik 
probably > Oss. murke ‘guelder rose’, further: Kab. mark'a ‘strawberry, 
blackberry’, Abaza marak"a ‘mulberry’, etc. [Nikolayev/Starostin 1994: 804-805]. 

Some further possibly related forms: Hittite mu-uri-us ‘grape’; Finno-Ugr. *murä 
‘berry’, PU *mora ‘raspberry, cloudberry’, FUgr. *marja ‘berry’, etc. [Campbell 
1990: 165-166]; Burushaski biranc, Basque martsuka ‘mulberry’ [P. Friedrich 1970: 
150]. 
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The appurtenance of Gr. uopío f. pl. (with or without &Aaiaı) ‘the sacred olives in 
the Academy’, generally ‘olives that grew in the precincts of temples’, and uvpikn f. 
‘tamarisk’ is considered to be questionable (Heubeck 1949-50: 282, 28277; see Frisk 
s.vv., Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 646, = 1995: 55654). In view of the semantic 
relation ‘tamarisk’ : *blackberry' reliably testified by Arm. mos, the derivation of Gr. 
Lopíkg ‘tamarisk’ from QIE *mor-/*mör- ‘blackberry, black mulberry’ seems 
probable. The aberrant vocalism of uvpixn points to non-IE origin and can be 
compared with that of Finno-Ugr. *murá ‘berry’, probably also Hittite mu-uri-us 
*grape'. 

Structurally, Gr. uvp-ic-n ‘tamarisk’ may be compared with PNakh. dimin. 
*mor-ik “guelder rose, snowball-tree’ and Arm. dial., e.g. Sasun mor-ig ‘blackberry’ 
(on this diminutive plant-suffix, see 2.3.1). 

The reduplicated forms like Lak. mamari ‘blackberry’ are reminiscent of Arm. 
dial. *mor-mor-i, etc. Note also Finn. maamuurain, etc. ‘a kind of blackberry, Rubus 
arcticus’, from where Russ. mamura ‘id.’ (see Fasmer s.v.). The latter has been 
compared with North Turk. mamur ‘a kind of plant’ (see HAB 3: 244ab, with ref.). 
From this NTurk. word Atafyan (HAB, ibid.) derives Arm. dial. Arabkir mamur 
“bramble, wild mulberry’ (for which see also Acarean 1913: 748b). If this is true, the 
corresponding meaning of the Turkish word can be considered to be certain. 
Regardless of the details, then, the appurtenance of these forms to our *mulberry, 
blackberry? term is obvious. 

Lat. morum, i, n. ‘fruit of the black mulberry’ and mörus, i, f. ‘black 
mulberry-tree’ are regarded as ancient forms in -m meaning *fruit, berry" and in -s 
meaning “tree, plant’, respectively [Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 645 = 1995: 556]. 
Compare also Gr. Batoc f., m. ‘bramble, blackberry (the plant, shrub)’ vs. Batov n. 
‘blackberry’. I think, traces of this distribution may also be seen in Armenian. 

The form mo(r)s is mostly found in derivatives (mos-a-vayri in Jeremiah 17.6, 
mos-i, etc.) and probably points to the tree/plant-name *mors-ia- derived from 
*mor-s-ieh;- (ruki-rule in internal position, see 2.1.12. See also 2.3.1 on -aws and -S. 
Note Gr. uopéa, -ér f. *mulberry-tree', if from *mor-es-(e)h;-. The form for ‘fruit, 
berry’, namely *mor-(o)m, may be seen in dial. *mor(n) and older *mor-m- of which 
mor-m-eni (the plant) 1s formed. 

The dial. *mor might be considered to be due to contamination with the Turkish 
word for ‘dark blue’ (see above). More probably, however, it is old. My hypothetic 
analysis according to which *mor is old and specifically denoted the berry-name 
rather than the plant/bush is corroborated by the following: (1) the form 1s found in 
both Eastern (Ganjak, Lazax, Susi) and Western (Tigranakert, Akn) peripheries; (2) 
it indeed refers to a berry; (3) there is no designation for the plant based on *mor, in 
other words, no *mor-i (this corroborates the original distribution: *mor-om (or 
simply Arm. *mor-n, with additional -n, on which see Weitenberg 1985) for the 
berry vs. *mor-ieh;- > mor-i and *mor-s-ieh;- > *mos-i for the bush); (4) *morn 
finds possible matches in *murun-ik and *moren-uk. 

The latter forms can hardly be based on the bush-designation mor-en-i, because: 
(1) the diminutive suffix is usually attached to the root (cf. hacar-uk *beech', etc., 
see 2.3.1); (2) other forms have internal -m- instead of -n-, cf. *mor-em-uk, etc. 
Consequently, they can be regarded as diminutive forms based on *mor-n. 
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Frisk (2: 256) sees Greek as a possible source for the Armenian word. This is 
highly improbable since the latter is widespread in the dialects (unless one assumes a 
prehistoric borrowing). Hübschmann (1897: 394) treated the Armenian and Greek 
words as borrowed from an unknown source. Schrijver (1991: 123), citing also the 
Latin and Celtic forms, points out that this term “definitely reflects a substratum 
word”. Mediterranean origin (see Hamp 1978 with references) seems very plausible. 

The black mulberry (Morus nigra L.) is a common fruit tree in the Mediterranean 
and Southwestern Asia; its original centre of dispersal is considered to be the Near 
East (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 646-647 = 1995: 556-557, with ref.). 


Conclusion: 

We are dealing with a non-Indo-European plant-name *mor-/mör-/mur- 
‘mulberry; blackberry; tamarisk’ (> also ‘raspberry, strawberry; grapes’) represented 
in Greek, Latin, Celtic and Armenian, probably Hittite, as well as in Caucasian and 
Finno-Ugric languages. The term, both linguistically and botanically, is centered in 
Mediterranean/Pontic areas. There are diminutive forms in both Armenian and 
Caucasian languages, partly also, perhaps, in Greek. The Armenian forms probably 
point to the following original distribution: *mor- and *mor for the berry (the latter 
— from neuter *mor-(o)m) vs. fem. *mor-ieh;- > mor-i and *mor-s-ieh;- > *mos-i for 
the bush; compare Gr. uopov n. ‘black mulberry; blackberry’ vs. uopea, -én f. 
*mulberry-tree', Lat. morum, i, n. ‘fruit of the black mulberry’ vs. morus, i, f. ‘black 
mulberry-tree’. 

It is remarkable that the type mor : mor-m (probably, broken reduplication) is also 
seen in another Mediterranean word, mor : mor-m ‘tarantula’, q.v.” 


mor; ‘tarantula, phalangium’ in Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (15" cent.), see S. Vardanjan 
1990: 134, § 616; comment: p. 613; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 145b), mor-a-har ‘bitten 
by a tarantula’ in Geoponica /13" cent./ [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 145b], mur ‘a kind of 
harmful insect’ (AliSan 1910: 170, from an unspecified source); dial. *mori ‘spider’ 
(see below); morm ‘id.’ in the fables by Vardan Aygekc‘i /12-13" cent./ [HAB 3: 
347b; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 146a]. morm ‘a small lizard’ (Step'anos Lehac‘i), 
mentioned in NHB 2: 298c s.v. plant-name morm (q.v.), probably belongs here, too. 
eDIAL Ararat morm, Juta morm [HAB 3: 3476]. According to Amatuni (1912: 489), 
Ararat morm denotes ‘a large, black and reddish poisonous insect resembling the 
spider’ and is synonymous to Lzlt'amir (a village in the vicinity of Ejmiacin) Zrisun. 
The latter seems to be composed as fi sun ‘dog of stony places’; cf. iric'i sun 
‘caterpillar’, lit. “dog of a priest" (see L. Alayan 1979: 641", footnote 6411). 
Andreasyan (1967: 252) records Svedia čičə-mura, jija-mura ‘spider’, 
C/jic/jjamura payn 'spider-web', lit. ‘the nest (boyn) of a spider. He (ibid.) 
reconstructs *cci-mori, composed of cci ‘insect, beetle, worm’ and mori ‘forest’, as 
if based on the resemblance of the legs with forest. This interpretation is 
unconvincing. I posit *mor-i > Svedia mura as a derivation of our MidArm. mor 


?5 Glossing Larak‘ilisa mor by ModArm. ark'ayamor ‘raspberry’, Aéatyan (1913: 793b) cites 
two other equivalents, namely malina and zmavula. The former is certainly Russ. manuna 
‘raspberry’, but I cannot identify zmavula. In which language is this form found? Whatever 
the answer would be, the form seems comparable with Romanian zmeurd ‘raspberry’ and 
Modern Greek ouzópo (on these forms see above). 
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‘tarantula’. For this i-form cf. perhaps Georg. morieli ‘scorpion’ which, according to 
G. Asatur (p.c. apud HAB 3: 347b), is borrowed from Arm. mor ‘tarantula’. 

eETYM Lap'anc'yan (1927: 108; 1961: 359-360) derives from IE *mer- ‘to die’ 
linking with Pers. mar ‘snake’. Acatyan (HAB 3: 347b) does not accept this 
etymology and leaves the origin of the Armenian word open. 

As we have seen, MidArm. mor/morm ‘tarantula’ is dialectally represented in 
extreme peripheries: SW (Svedia/Syria) mor vs. E (Ararat, Juta) morm. The word 
may thus be old. 

M. Alabekyan (1980: 162-167) proposed a connection with mrjiwn ‘ant’ (q.v.), 
cf. especially dialectal forms such as Lori mormonj, etc. I accept this connection in 
terms which will be discussed further. More closely, I think, Arm. morm ‘tarantula’ 
may be linked with Gr. Mopuo, -óoc -oóc, Mopu@v, -Ovog f. ‘she-monster, bogy’ 
(also used by nurses to frighten children), generally ‘bugbear’, and Lat. formido, inis 
f. ‘fear, terror; a thing which frightens, bogy'. For the semantic relation 'spider, 
insect’ : *bogy, ghost’, see s.v. *bo-/bu-, and 3.5.2.1. 

The Greek and Latin words are related, either etymologically or secondarily, with 
the word for ‘ant’, cf. Lat. formica f. ‘ant’, Gr. uópugc, -nkog, Dor. uópuac, -axog m. 
‘ant; fabulous animal in India’ (by-forms: uópuoc, Bupuod, Pópuač, őpjukaç), etc., 
probably also with *mora-: OIc. mara, OHG mara ‘nightmare’, etc. (see Nocentini 
1994: 399-401; cf. Frisk 2: 255). This connection or conflation becomes quite 
transparent in view of the following forms and meanings: uopunk-eıov n. a species 
of pañáyyıov, the latter being ‘a kind of venomous spider, especially Lathrodectus or 
malmignatte', uvpunk-ıov n. ‘a species of spider’; note also uópuopoc and ubpuoc, 
both glossed by gófoc ‘panic fear’ in Hesychius. 

Arm. Polis/Stambul *mormoroz, Crimea and Nor Naxijewan *mrmras “Easter 
bogy’ (see Acarean 1913: 54a), of which no etymological attempt is known to me, 
strikingly resemble uópuopogc ‘panic fear’ (see also Durean 1933: 102). One might 
treat these Armenian dialectal forms as recent loans from Greek. However, 
uöpuopog is a Hesychian gloss, and I doubt that it exists in Modern Greek. Besides, 
the Armenian forms have specific ritual meaning and function. The connection may 
be old, therefore. Arm. dial. *mor-mor-oz can easily be interpreted as reduplication 
of *mor- (identical with uópuopoc, thus) + the suffix -(e/o)z, seen also in e.g. 
denotations for ‘lizard’, see 2.3.1. 

Of Armenian dialectal forms of the word for ‘ant’, Samaxi mormorinj (full 
reduplication of *mor-, see above) and Lori mormonj deserve particular attention; 
see s.v. mrjiwn ‘ant’. Since Gr. Mopuov is feminine, one can identify it with Lori 
mormonj which probably reflects QIE fem. *mormon-ieh-. For the structure 
compare another insect-name of Mediterranean origin: karic, a-stem ‘scorpion’ < 
*karid-ieh>-, cf. Gr. xapic, -i/ióoc f. ‘Crustacea’ (q.v.). 

The association ‘ant’ : ‘bogy, ghost’ is not surprising. According to e.g. Armenian 
folk-beliefs, the ant, sometimes called ‘devil’, is a fearful evil night-animal 
alongside with the snake, frog and the like, and causes the skin-disease called mrjm- 
uk ‘little ant’ [Abeghian 1899: 31] (cf. mrjm-oc', on which see a thorough comment 
in C‘ugaszyan 1980: 219). For the latter cf. Gr. uopunk-ia ‘wart that spreads under 
the skin, also the irritation caused thereby, which was compared to the creeping of 
ants’ < uópumnc, -nKog ‘ant’. 
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If the appurtenance of Olc. mara, OHG mara ‘nightmare’, etc. is accepted, Arm. 
mor ‘tarantula’, together with these words for ‘nightmare’, can be regarded as the 
basic form, whereas Arm. morm, Gr. Mopuo and the rest will represent the so-called 
broken reduplication, for which compare another Mediterranean word, mor : mor-m 
“bramble, etc.’ (q.v.). Hesychian uópuopoç “panic fear’ and Arm. dial. *mor-mor-oz 
*Easter-Bogy' and *mor-mor-inj ‘ant’ reflect full reduplication. 


mori, ‘woods, forest’ Step‘annos Siwnec‘i (8" cent.), MidArm. and dial. 

Aéaryan (HAB 3: 247b) mentions mori ‘den, lair’ linking it with mayri ‘den, lair’ 
(q.v.) and does not present a record of mori *woods, forest’. One finds some literary 
and and dialectal evidence for this form. Step‘annos Siwnec'i (8" cent.) mentions 
mori in the following list: <...>, draxt, antar, mori, calag, art, <...> [Adonc‘ 
1915-2008: 2105. The rest of evidence comes from the Middle Armenian period. 

One finds mori and pl.-coll. more-stan *woods' in a versified lamentation on the 
Armenians of Ölaxac‘ erkir (the country of Olax's = Walachia, in Romania) written 
by the 16"-century emigrant poet Minas T‘oxat‘c‘i (USMijnHBnst 1, 1986: 429", 
431104 4311138), 

This is corroborated by two straightforward attestations in Siméon Lehac‘i, lit. ‘of 
Poland’, 17" cent. (SimLehUtegr 1936: 200-95: Isk morin aménn eemis €: xncor, 
tanc <...>. “And the forest is completely (full of) fruit: apple, pear, <...>”; (201'1%°) 
Ew ayl i vayr en xoru morik' ew lerink‘, or en Sasunk' “And in the place there are 
also deep forests and mountains, which are Sasunk“”. Glossed by Akinean 
(SimLehUtegr 1936: 442) as mori, mori ‘forest’. Note also a direct dialectal 
evidence from Artial (Sué'ava, Poland, Hungary), mori, see s.v. mayri ‘woods’. 

Further attested in medieval folk-songs recorded by Xaéc'gruz Lrimec‘i, of 
Crimea (early 17" cent., Matenadaran, manuscript Nr. 7709), with spelling variants 
mori and mori (Mnac‘akanyan 1956: 124-5, 126^, as well as in Govank t‘ré‘noc‘ 
(Mnac'akanyan 1980a: 249^), Nahapet K‘ué‘ak (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 146a). 

In Oib Edesioy by Nersés Snorhali (12" cent., Cilicia): Ariwc goc er i yantarin, 
ew gisaxanj arjn — i bayin (see M. Mkrté‘yan 1973: 73-95. The word bay means 
‘den, lair (especially of bear)’. In some manuscripts (Kesaria-group) it has been 
replaced by antar ‘forest’, in others (Karin-group) — by mori (LocSg i morin). Since 
Karin (Erzrum) is geographically very close to Hamsen and Dersim, this indirect 
evidence can be relevant for the geographical spread of this form, as well as for the 
semantic association ‘forest’ : ‘den, lair’ (see below). 
eDIAL Apart from Artial mori ‘forest’ (see above), here belong also HamSen mori (in 
a folk-song: kac'in ara mta morin "I took an axe and entered the forest", 
T‘orlak‘yan 1986: 88"'; the context with blood from the tree points to a medieval 
song of the type Awetis, see Mnac'akanyan 1956: 333-334, cf. 590-594); Dersim 
mori ‘id.’ (Balramyan 1960: 28, 93a), Erznka mori ‘small forest’ (Kostandyan 1979: 
142a), Svedia mira ‘id.’ (Andreasyan 1967: 331, 375b). Laribyan (1958: 58b) 
glosses ClArm. antar ‘forest’? by Aramo mura, murastöün. Apparently mura 
continues mori (or mori, see op. cit. 21), and murastöün is the plural-collective form 
morestan attested in Minas T‘oxat‘c‘i, 16" cent., see above. 

The literary and dialectal evidence points to NW and SW peripheries of the 
Armenian speaking territories. 
eETYM See s.vv. mayri, ‘woods, forest’, mayri» ‘den, lair’, and mori ‘den, lair’. 
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mori», AblSg i morw-o-y, LocSg i morwoj and i mori-s ‘den, lair of beasts, especially 
of lions’ (Bible). 

For the attestations in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895 vacat), Eznik Kotbac‘i and 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, see NHB 2: 298. 

Further attestations: Dawt‘ak (7^ cent.) apud Movsés Katankatuac‘i 2.35 (1983: 
226"; transl. Dowsett 1961: 146): orpés zariwc i morwoj “like a lion in his lair”; 
according to T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent.) 3.29 (1985: 392; transl. Thomson 1985: 
316), there were lairs (mori-k‘) of boars and lions in the banks of the river Araxes. 
eETYM See s.vv. mayri, ‘woods’, mayri, ‘den, lair’, mori, ‘woods’. 


mrmram, mr/miem ‘to murmur’ (John Chrysostom, Movses Katankatuac‘i, etc.). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly as *mrmral, as well as *mr(r)al [HAB 3: 
366a]. 

eETYM Identical with Lat. murmuro ‘to hum, murmur, mutter; to roar’, etc. The 
direct connection is usually rejected in view of the onomatopoeic nature of the word 
[Hübschmann 1897: 476; HAB 3: 366a; Greppin 1981b: 6]. However, this view 
cannot be maintained since the onomatopoeic nature does not automatically preclude 
the etymological connection. See also Jahukyan 1987: 139, 448. 


mrmunj, o-stem: GDP] mrmnj-o-c‘ in P‘awstos Buzand (5" cent.), John Chrysostom 
(note also late IPl mrmnj-ok' = -a-w-k' in Grigor Narekac‘i, formally pointing to a- 
stem) "mutter, maundering, lamentation, mourning song, whispered song" attested in 
P‘awstos Buzand, Elise, John Chrysostom, Eusebius of Caesarea, Grigor Magistros, 
etc. (NHB 2: 308b), also in Dionysius Thrax and in the Commentary on it by Dawit‘ 
P‘ilisop‘ay (see Adonc 1915-2008: 5955, NI mrmnjem ‘to moan, mutter, 
maunder, mourn, say or sing in an undertone’ (Bible+), later also mrmnjal ‘to sing a 
magic song, recite a magic spell’ (see below). 

In P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 (1883-1984: 103''*, transl. Garsoian 1989: 144): 
jayniwk'n mrmnjoc ‘n “with moaning voices", in the context of lament-singing (see 
the full passage s.v. *geł- ‘to sing’). 

In the late medieval dictionary Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ edited/compiled by Eremia of 
Metri (Amalyan 1975: 221"9) mrmnjal is glossed as kardal ‘to shout, call, recite 
loudly; to read’, which in the dialect of Larabat refers to ‘to sing (said of birds)’, ‘to 
sing a religious song for magic purpose’, ‘to recite a magic spell’ (see s.v.). 

That mrmnjal refers to ‘to recite or whisper a magic spell’ is also seen e.g. in the 
story by Hovhannes T‘umanyan (native of Lori) entitled *Gelo = ‘The wolf’, see H. 
T‘umanyan 5, 1994: 106"'’). 
eDIAL No dialectal record in HAB 3: 369-370. However, the word has been 
preserved in e.g. Goris (Margaryan 1975: 350b); in an incantation from Kapan, the 
same dialectal area as Goris, mrmunj refers to the hissing of a snake (Ark‘ayik 1910: 
115a"; S. Harut‘yunyan 2006: 85a”). Combining these data with the evidence 
from Bargirk' hayoc' and Hovhannes T‘umanyan (see above), we may tentatively 
posit an EArm. form mrmnjal ‘to recite or whisper a magic spell’ 

The word is also recorded in HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 89a with no indication as to 
the dialectal distribution. Amatuni 1912: 492a and Aéaryan 1913: 803a record only a 
homonymous word referring to the pain of a wound. The two forms may eventually 
be related with each other; for the parallelism of these two meanings cf. mrmral. 
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eETYM NHB 2: 308b and Dervischjan 1877: 33-34 compare mrmunj with munj 
*dumb, mute, silent, speechless' and its cognate forms (see s.v. munj for more 
detail). Godel 1975: 81 suggests a *ie-present, *murmun-ie- > *murmunje-, with a 
regular development *-ni- > Arm. -nj-. For -nj compare semantically close words 
such as barbanj- ‘senile fables, mythic stories, whisper of sorcerers, sorcerous or 
delirious talk, nonsense (of fables), silly prattle, maundering’, ssu-nj vs. Ssu-k 
‘whisper’. For further examples of -nj-, see HAB 3: 369b, where Aéaryan treats 
Arm. mrmunj as an etymologically isolated onomatopoeic word. In my opinion, 
however, the relation with munj ‘dumb, mute; mutter, murmur’ is at least quite 
plausible. 

For the semantic field of mrmnj- ‘to moan, mutter, maunder, mourn, say or sing in 
an undertone; to sing a magic song, recite a magic spell’ and its IE cognate forms in 
meanings ‘to moan, mutter’, ‘to entreat, pray’, etc. note the well-known fact that 
magic spells and incantations must be recited or crooned in a low voice, or 
whispered (see Brown 1947: 14-15 with examples of Hermes the Whisperer and old 
Germanic runes “magic formulae of various sorts, including love-spells’), cf. Olc. 
run ‘secret, magic sign, rune’, ryna ‘sich vertraulich unterhalten; Runenzauber 
ausüben’, OEngl. rünian 'flüstern; sich verschwören’, OHG rina ‘confidential talk, 
secret, whisper, advice', Olr. rün 'secret, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 867-868; 
Lehmann 1986: 287-288; HerkWört 1997: 576a, 605). Note also Pers. zamzam ‘a 
low, whispering, buzzing sound made by the fire-worshippers' (see Steingass 621b). 
On the semantic field of PIE *mà-, see Toporov 1988: 6033. 


mrjiwn ` NAccSg mrjiwn (Proverbs [twice], Philo, John Chrysostom), GDSg mrjean 
(Eznik Kotbac‘i, Hexaemeron, Anania Sirakac‘i), AblSg i mrjen-é (Anania 
Sirakac‘i), GDPI mrjean-c‘ (*Catontir"); mrjimn ` NAccSg mrjimn (Oskip‘orik, cf. 
MidArm. mr/Zjum, see MijHayBar 2, 1992: 155b, 159b), NPl mrjmun-k‘ (Eise, 
Asxarhac‘oyc‘, Vardan Arewelc‘i), API mrjmun-s (Anania Sirakac‘i), GDPI 
mrjman-c ' (Paterica) ‘ant’ (Bible+). 

In order to reconstruct the original paradigm, we must look for a distribution of 
nom.acc. vs. oblique or singular vs. plural forms. NAccSg mrjiwn is reliably attested 
whereas mrjimn : mr/rjum is Middle Armenian. On the other hand, plural forms are 
based exclusively on the -mVn-, the only exception being GDPI mrjean-c' in 
“Carontir”. 

The original distribution thus may have been: sg. mrjiwn (< *mrjimn, gen. 
*mrjman, although analogically replaced by mrjean) : pl. mrjmun-k‘. The obvious 
reason for this is that the final *-mn yields -wn in Armenian, cf. pastawn vs. 
pastamun-k‘ ‘service’ (see 2.1.22.11). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly as *mrjiwn or *mrji/um [HAB 3: 371b]. 
Next to the initial m-, Larabat also has remarkable forms with v- (South) and b- 
(North): va/irc 'émna, burc‘umna, barc ‘émna (see Davt'yan 1966: 64-65, 433). Note 
also barc‘im, NPI barc'imni (next to the variant mormonj) in a fairy-tale recorded in 
SamSadin in 1979; see Xemé‘yan 2000: 38a. See below for the IE comparable 
cognates. 

Aral (Hung.) mar? ab ‘un, too, is remarkable; see HAB 3: 371b. Aéaryan (1953: 
127) assumes that this word of strange formation is actually the compound mrjboyn 
‘ant-nest’ with semantic shift to ‘ant’. I alternatively propose the following 
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interpretation. The plural form of *brjimn (present in Larabat) was *brjmun-k '. 
Analogically after this, a secondary nominative *mrjbun has been formed, which in 
turn could yield Artial marj ab ‘un through metathesis. 

Zeyt'un marc/j‘ om, Hakan märj‘im, Adana marjjam, Svedia mrj am are irregular 
[Aéatyan 2003: 88, 329, 399, 580]. They probably reflect what was pronounced as 
/mrj(i)um/ rather than /mrjium/ or /mrjiwm/. For ClArm. -um > Svedia -əm cf. hum 
‘raw’ > ham, ddum ‘pumpkin’ > d'ad'd'om, erdumn ‘oath’ > ufd'om [Aéatyan 2003: 
391-392]. The form under question is also seen in MidArm. (see above) and in the 
dialects of HamSen, Xarberd, Nor Naxijewan, etc. In AblSg mrjumé it is attested in a 
late medieval folk-song recorded by Xac'gruz Lrimec‘i (early 17* cent., 
Matenadaran, manuscript Nr. 7709): Sek mrjume ajaré dagal [Mnac'akanyan 1956: 
114 7]. 

Further: Samaxi mormorinj ‘ant’ [Balramyan 1964: 215], Loti mormonj ‘ant’ [M. 
Asatryan 1968: 60, 188b], Metri murinj ‘a small greyish ant? [Atayan 1954: 319]. 
eETYM Since long (see HAB 3: 371), connected with the PIE word for 'ant': Gr. 
uvpund, -qxoc, Dor. uópuac, -axog m. ‘ant; fabulous animal in India’ (by-forms: 
uvpuos, Düpuac, Bopuad, ópuikac), Lat. formica f. ‘ant’, Skt. vamra- m. ‘ant’ (RVH, 
Y Av. maoiri- m. ‘ant’, MPers., NPers. mor ‘ant’, etc. One usually assumes tabu- 
forms *uorm- : *moru- (cf. Jahukyan 1982: 109). Lori mormonj is particularly 
interesting (see Alabekyan 1980: 162-167; Jahukyan 1985: 157; 1987: 139, 276). 
Further, see s.v. morm ‘tarantula’; on tabu, see 2.1.36. 

The triple representation in Larabal, m-/v-/b-, is reminiscent of e.g. the word for 
‘violet’: Arm. manusak < *manawsak < MPers. *manafsak : Zoroastrian vanafsa, 
Pahl. vanafsag : Pers. bunafsa, Kurd. banafs (see 2.3.1, on -aws). In this particular 
case, namely the word for ‘ant’, note Gr. uópuņč, Arm. mrjiwn, *mormonj : Skt. 
vamra-, Gr. ópyukag ` Gr. Büpuaod, Pópuaćč. 


*muZ (dial.), *mulj ‘fog’ (?). 

eDIAL Xarberd muz-ik ‘fog’ [Aécarean 1913: 795a], Manisa (close to Zmürnia/Izmir) 
mz-ik ‘fog’ (op. cit. 778-779), Moks maz-maramux ‘fog’? (HAB 3: 262b; see s.v. 
maraxut ‘fog’), [ma‘z/maz], GSg ma'Z»^, NPI ma‘zir ‘fog’ [Orbeli 2002: 290]; maz, 
recorded in the prison of Van (T'oxBar apud Amatuni 1912: 703a). Perhaps also 
C'enkiler (Nikomidia) *mZal ‘to rain slightly’, Xarberd *mZel, Ma&kert *mzuzZel ‘to 
knead preliminarily and slightly (immediately after pouring water into flour) 
[Aéarean 1913: 778]. 

Note also Moks maztävil *3arywauwrbcs8; ocuaónyrb, TEPATE ocrpory (o 3peHun)’ 
[Orbeli 2002: 290], according to Aéafyan (1913: 813a): Moks *mztawil and *nzwalil 
(with initial n- and different order of of -w- and -7-) ‘to grow dim, gloomy (said of 
light, star)". This Moks word can be explained, I think, through contamination of 
*muz ‘fog’ and nualim ‘to become dim; to faint, swoon, grow weak’ (Bible-; 
dialects of T‘iflis, Ararat, Agulis, Marata), a metathesized form of which (*ntawil) is 
found in the dialects of Lori, Lazax, etc. 
eETYM H. Suk‘iasyan (1986: 88, 204) connects *muz with *mulj found in afj-a-mutf 
*darkness, twilight" but treats these two words as different formations of a single 
root: *(s)mu-g"-I- (cf. Russ. smuglyj ‘dark’; suggested by Jahukyan, see s.v. *alj-) > 
*mulj vs. *mu-s- > *muz. The latter is impossible, however. Dial. *muz might rather 
derive from *mufj, which seems to have been lexicalized from atjamuij, a 
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reduplication of *ajj- (see s.v.). However, an Iranian origin seems more probable (cf. 
Kurd. mız « muj, etc., J. Cheung, p.c.). On Jahukyan's view, see s.v. msus ‘fog’. 


*mul- 'to grind; to rub? 
eETYM See s.v. malem ‘to crush, grind’. 


mux, o-stem: GDSg mx-o-y (Matt‘öos Uihayec‘i, 12" cent.) ‘smoke’ (Philo, Sebéos, 
Matt'eos Urhayec‘i, Mixayel Asori). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [Acarean 1913: 795b; HAB 3: 353b]. 
eETYM Related with MIr. much ‘smoke’, Welsh mwg ‘fire’, MBret. mog, moug 
*hearth’, MHG smouch ‘smoke’, OEngl. smoca ‘smoke’, sméocan ‘to smoke’, 
NEngl. smoke, Gr. ouóyc ‘to cause to carbonise, be consumed in a slow fire, 
smoulder away’, less probably Russ. smuglyj ‘dark-complexioned’, etc., see de 
Lagarde 1854: 295: Bugge 1889: 18; 1893: 20; Meillet 1894b: 294; 1935 = 1978: 
62; Hiibschmann 1897: 475; HAB 3: 353a; Pisani 1950: 188; Pokorny 1959: 971; 
Makaev 1974: 60-61; Saradzeva 1986: 45-46, 94; Jahukyan 1987: 149; Mallory/ 
Adams 1997: 529. 

This etymon presents as with difficulties concerning the vocalic length and the 

velar. We may be dealing with a European substratum word *(s)m(e)u/üK/G”-. 


mukn, an-stem: NPI mkun-k', GDPL mkan-c‘ ‘mouse’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 355a]. 
eETYM From PIE *muHs-: Skt. müş- m. f. ‘mouse, rat’ (RV), Gr. uös m. ‘mouse’, 
Lat. müs, müris m. ‘mouse’, etc.; see Hübschmann 1897: 475; HAB 3: 354-355 with 
literature; Pokorny 1959: 752-753; Mallory/Adams 1997: 387a. 

Kortlandt (1985b: 9 = 2003: 57; see also Beekes 2003: 196) derives Arm. mukn 
from PIE AccSg *muHs-m. The explanation as *mu(h)- + -kn (see 2.3.1) seems 
preferable, see 2.1.19. 

For a possible relic of the Armenian name for the Milky Way, containing the 
word for ‘mouse’, see 3.1.3. 


*mut- ‘grinding, crushing’; *mimet, *mt-mo/ut ‘moth, clothes moth’ (dialectal). 
@DIAL For mut ‘the grinding of corn’, see s.v. malem ‘to crush, grind’. 

Larabat, Lazax məłməoł ‘moth’ [Aéaryan 1908-09: 244; 1913: 787a; HAB 3: 
225ab] According to Amatuni (1912: 484a): Larabal, Lazax, Zangezur, Lap‘an 
mlimol vs. Bananc‘ (a village in Ganjak) mimut. The latter form is also seen e.g. in a 
curse from Tavus-Samadin [Xemé‘yan 2000: 229b, Nr. 113/1051]: Oskornik'd 
maimuln uit : “May the malmut eat your bones". From the material represented in 
Aéarean 1913: 787a one concludes that the concrete meaning is ‘clothes moth’. In 
the curse formula from Tavus-Samadin it probably refers to ‘worms’. 

For Agulis *mimet ‘moth’, etc., see s.v. metm ‘soft, fine, calm’. 
eETYM Alafyan (see the references above) treats *mimo/ut as a reduplication of 
*mot and links with malem ‘to grind, crush’ (q.v.), for the semantics comparing OCS 
molo ‘moth’, Goth. malo ‘moth’, OIc. molr ‘moth’, etc. He (1908-09: 244) points 
out that Larabat mafmot represents *motmot according to the law of reduplication of 
Larabat. 
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An alternative *m(u)imut is possible, too. See also s.vv. mie? ‘dust, chaff, ash’, 
mlelem ‘to make turn to dust, incinerate, destroy’, meim ‘soft, fine, calm’, *mimet 
‘chaff; quiet, calm’. 


*mult- ‘fog, darkness’, Only in derivatives and compounds, as mift-ut ‘iwn ‘darkness’ 
in Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.), etc. See also s.v. aét-a-mutt ‘darkness, twilight’. 
@DIAL See s.v. aft-a-mult. 
eETYM For the etymology, see s.v. *alj-. 


mun, o-stem: ISg mn-o-v in Deuteronomy 28.27 (see below), Eznik Kotbac‘i (A. A. 
Abrahamyan 1994: 118''), GDPI mn-o-c' in Grigor Narekac‘i 67.5 (Xaé‘atryan 
Lazinyan 1985: 5195; cf. also GDSg mun-i (in a work attributed to Eli8é) ‘itch; 
gnat, midge’ (Bible+). 

In Deuteronomy 28.27 (Cox 1981: 184): harc'e zk'ez t[e]r ketov egiptac 'oc'n 
<...>, ew mnov ` narodaı oe kúpioç Ev &Akei Alyontiq <...> Kai kvnon. Arm. mun 
renders Gr. non ‘itch’. For the complete passage, see s.v. k'os ‘scab, itch’. 
Elsewhere (Exodus 8.16-17 — 8.12-14 in Septuaginta, Wisdom 19.10), mun refers to 
*gnat' or the like and corresponds to Gr. oxviy. 
eDIAL The form mun is present in various semantic nuances: Zeyt‘un (man), Ararat, 
Larabat, Goris ‘small louse or the like’, T'iflis, Moks ‘a kind of small fly’ (according 
to Orbeli 2002: 294, Moks mun "mem = tick’), Alaskert ‘a small insect [HAB 3: 
358b]; Polis, Axalc'xa, Karin dimin. m(u)n-ik ‘nit, small louse, etc.’ [HAB 3: 358b]. 

Interesting are Polis mn-e? ‘small louse’ and mnic ‘a kind of louse’ (ibid.; also 
Jahukyan 1972: 280), Sasun mun-ij ‘ant’ [Petoyan 1965: 506], Urmia, Salmast mn- 
uc‘, glossed as hawu, alawnoy ojil ‘louse of hen or pigeon’ [GwrUrmSalm 2, 1898: 
98]. For -ič cf. insect-names such as gruic, luic, xarnic, karic, utic, etc.; for -et cf. 
boret, mZel, etc. 

Orbeli 2002: 291 records Moks mandüt “npeBecHbiä uepBb, arboreal worm’ 
without a comment on its origin. Acaryan (HAB 1: 474b; 1952: 252) hesitantly 
mentions this form under the word botot *worm, belly-worm, wood-moth', which is 
present in Van, a dialect closely related to Moks and Satax. The same does M. 
Muradyan 1962: 58, 64, 70, 193b for Satax mandiit, assuming a nasal epenthesis. If 
this is correct, one may suggest the following scenario: botot > *bontot (nasal 
epenthesis) > *bundot (voicing of -t- after the nasal) > *m(u)ndut (nasal assimilation 
b...n > m...n) > mandüt (Acatyan's Law). Some of these developments are certainly 
correct, but on the whole this scenario cannot be regarded as satisfactory. In view of 
the presence of mun ‘tick, small fly’ in the dialect of Moks, the form mandüt is likely 
to be a blend of mun and botot.”° 
eETYM From QIE *mus-no-, a derivative of PIE *mus- ‘fly, midge’: Gr. uvia f. ‘fly’; 
Lith. musé ‘fly’; Russ. múxa ‘fly’, dial ‘bee’, ‘gad-fly’, OCzech mücha ‘fly, 
mosquito’, etc. (EtimSlovSlavJaz 20, 1994: 170-171-174), Lat. mus-ca f. ‘fly’, etc., 
see Bugge 1893: 20-21; Hübschmann 1897: 476; HAB 3: 358; Pokorny 1959: 752; 


?6 Alternatively, mandüt may be a compound consisting of mun and bot (also this ‘pure’ form 
is present in Van, see HAB 1: 474b; cf. S. Avagyan 1978: 114a}: *mun-bot > *mundot, a 
sound development that would be parallel to that in IE *p-b"ud"no- > *an-bund- > andund-k‘ 
‘abyss’ (q.v.). 


486 mun¢‘ 


Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 534 = 1995, 1: 452; Mallory/Adams 1997: 207b; 
Clackson 1994: 45; Olsen 1999: 29. 

Meillet 1936: 74 points out that Arm. mun, o-stem, may have been feminine as 
the other cognate forms, and compares the problem of nu ‘daughter-in-law’ (q.v.). 
Remarkably, mun is also attested in GDSg muni, which, if old and reliable, points to 
*moyn/mun, i-stem or a-stem, from QIE  *m(o)us-n-ih;- or *m(o)us-n-eh;- 
respectively, compare Gr. via and Lith. musé for the former option, and Russ. múxa 
and Lat. musca for the latter. 

For the semantic development ‘an insect, gnat, louse, etc.’ > ‘itch’ cf. e.g. Gr. 
oxviy (corresponding to Arm. mun in a number of Biblical attestations, see above) 
and yapa ‘itch, scurvy; a disease of trees, scab; moth’. 

Ačatyan (HAB 3: 358b) treats Georg. muni ‘itch, scab’ as an Armenian loanword 
and points out that the resemblance with Georg. mumli ‘a small fly, flea’ (cf. NHB 2: 
300a) is accidental. I am not sure whether there is any relation between Arm. mun 
and Akkad. manu ‘caterpillar’ (on which see Landsberger 1950: 32). 


munt ‘word, speech’ (Grigor Magistros), mnd‘em ‘to moan, mutter, murmur’ (Bible, 
Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Hexaemeron); note also mund“ ‘fool’ (Lex.). 
eETYM See s.v. munj ‘dumb, mute, silent, speechless’. 


mun! ‘dumb, mute, silent, speechless’ (Zgön-Afrahat, Barset Con, Carontir), dimin. 
mnj-ik (Ehse), mnj-uk (Irenaeus); prob. also *munj- ‘to mutter, murmur’ in K'rt*- 
mnj-em ‘to mutter, murmur, to complain whispering’ (Bible+), with an obscure 
k'rt'- (cf. Dervischjan 1877: 33-34, comparing it also with mrmunj ‘mutter, 
maundering, lamentation, mourning song, whispered song’)””. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 359b]. Note also Axalc'xa Jur u mund 
[HAB 2: 302b] with /ur ‘silent’ (q.v.). 
eETYM Related with Gr. uóvóoc, uóóoc, uvkóc, uvrrog ‘dumb’, Lat. mütus ‘silent, 
dumb, mute; speechless’, Skt. müka- ‘dumb, mute, silent’, münjati ‘to sound’, etc., 
perhaps also Gr. uócc ‘to mutter, moan’, Lat. mügio ‘to low, bellow, roar; to make a 
loud deep noise’, Hitt. miigae- ‘to invoke, evoke, entreat’, etc., all probably from a 
sound-symbolic *mü- (see Bugge 1893: 21; HAB 3: 359, 361; Pokorny 1959: 751; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 803 = 1995, 1: 703; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 362, 
365; Mallory/Adams 1997: 149b; Kloekhorst 2008: 585). 

According to Bugge and HAB ibid. (see also Petersson 1920: 108-109), here 
belongs also the synonymous mur (q.v.), which can be regarded as a rhyme- 
formation from /ur ‘silent’, cf. lur-mur ‘silent, silently’; note also mrmram ‘to 
murmur' (q.v.). 

Arm. munj ‘dumb, silent’, probably also *munc' ‘mutter’ and mund‘ ‘fool’ (q.v.) 
have been derived from QIE *mund/t-io- (for a discussion, see HAB 3: 359; Pisani 
1950: 178; Jahukyan 1987: 139, 182; Ravnes 1991: 169; cf. Schmitt 1972-74: 10). 
More attractive is the derivation of munj from *munio-, a thematization of *muni- 
seen in Skt. muni- ‘ecstatic person, ascetic, hermit (especially one who has taken the 
vow of silence)’, cf. also Czech muna 'speechless, fool' (Schmitt 1981: 70; 


°7 It is unclear whether krt“- is related with *k‘ort‘- of Solok'ort‘- ‘to flatter’. Lap'anc'yan 
1961: 150 compares Arm. k ‘rt 'mnj- with Hitt. kartimmiie/a- ‘to be angry’. 
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Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 362). For -nj cf. also barbanj- “whisper of sorcerers, 
sorcerous or delirious talk, maundering’, ssu-nj vs. ššu-k ‘whisper’. As to mund‘ and 
mnc em, note a number of onomatopoeic verbs with -nč“- [HAB 3: 359a]. 

See also s.v. mrmunj "mutter, maundering, lamentation, mourning song, 
whispered song' and the corresponding verb mrmnjem, which has been derived from 
present *murmun-ie- (Godel 1975: 81). 


*mur only in the compound /ur-mur ‘silent, silently’ (John Chrysostom, see HAB 3: 
361a); MidArm. mrel ‘to listen, obey’ attested in Frik, Vardan Aygekc‘i, Matak‘ia 
Abela, 13" century colophons, Kostandin Erznkac‘i (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 155a), in a 
medieval folk-song (Abelyan 1940: 195, Nr. 349'?); in Bargirk' hayoc‘ (Amalyan 
1975: 221‘) it is glossed as ansal. 
eDIAL The verb mrel is present in Ararat and in a few NW dialects — Polis, Sivri- 
Hisar, Kesaria, Akn, etc.; note also Baberd mr-uk ‘obedient’, Baberd, Polis, 
Aslanbek xask -mruk ‘obedient, who listens to someone's word and obeys’, with 
xOs-k' ‘word’ (HAB 3: 361). A textual illustration for mr-o? can be found in a 
Trapizon proverb (Lanalanyan 1960: 277a). T‘iflis has munj u mrunj, a rhyming 
compound with the synonymous munj (HAB 3: 361b). 
eETYM See s.v. munj ‘dumb, mute, silent, speechless’. 


Y 


yalt* ‘wide, large, broad, spacious (land, space, territory)’ (Bible+), ‘mighty’ 
(Agat‘angetos+); y‘att‘em ‘to conquer, win, defeat’ (Bible); yatt‘-k-u ‘victorious, 
mighty’ (Philo+), yatt-u ‘id.’ (e.g., in Grigor Ma&kuori, 12^ cent), an-yatt‘-u 
‘unconquerable’ (Alexander Romance, see H. Simonyan 1989: 77-!!). 

According to NHB 2: 315c, i- or o-stem, but the only evidence is with the 
substantive voir" ‘victory’: skizbn arnu yait‘oyn i yasparizin (Grigor Skewfac‘i, 
12-13" cent.). 

Some attestations: 

In Deuteronomy 8.7: ter astuac k'o tarc ‘i zk'ez yerkirn i bari ew i yalt‘ [Cox 
1981: 112]: 6 yàp küpioc 6 Veog cov Eloaysı oe eic yv &yat]v Kai moAAnv. Here yatt‘ 
renders zoAAn. The basic meaning seems to be ‘wide, broad spacious (land, space, 
territory)’; cf. also anc ‘in and covn yatt‘ “(they) passed the broad/spacious sea" 
(Agat‘angetos, see NHB 2: 315c), etc. 

In Agat‘angetos § 767 (1909=1980: 3981"), yalt‘ refers to ‘immense (stones)’; 
see the passage s.v. arastoy. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.37 (1913=1991: 162°), Eruand is described as srteay ew 
andamovk‘ yait‘ “courageous and strong limbed” (transl. by Thomson 1978: 179). 
Here, yait‘ may also refer to ‘broad’; cf. layn ‘broad’ used next to yat‘ in 
Agat'angelos § 123 (1909=1980: 71-75) describing the king Trdat: burn oskerök‘ ew 
yalt‘ marmnov, <...>, barjr ew layn hasakaw; cf. also yait‘ahasak, yatt‘amarmin, 
yalt'andam. Compare with /ayn ‘broad’ in, e.g., layn-a-t'ikunk' *broad-backed' 
[MijHayBar 1, 1987: 299b], etc. 
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In Book of Chries 8.3.1 (G. Muradyan 1993: 1905 Russ. transl. 2000: 180): 
yalt‘ marmnov *WcnoJHHckoro TeJIOCJIOXXeHUs". 
eDIAL The verb yat ‘em is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 379b]. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 27) compares yalt' with Skt. prthu-, f. prthvi- 
‘broad, wide, expansive, big, numerous, large, extensive’, Av. paradu-, f. paravpi- 
“broad, wide’, Gr. zAaxóg ‘wide, broad, flat’, Lith. platus ‘broad, wide, extended’, 
etc. Meillet (1950: 81) and Aéaryan (HAB 3: 379) are sceptical because of the 
semantic difference. For a discussion on -/t' and for other references, see Lidén 
1933: 44, 44,. For a discussion on the laryngeal in this PIE etymon, see Elbourne 
2000: 17. Beekes (2003: 202) represents this etymology of y-aft‘ and notes: “The 
analysis of the Armenian word is uncertain". 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 633-634) proposes a connection with Lat. salto ‘to dance, 
jump’, saltus m. ‘leap, spring, jump’, in-sultö ‘to leap, jump; to behave insultingly, 
mock (at)’, assulto ‘to jump at; to attack’, assultus ‘atack, assault’, etc. Greppin 
(1983b) accepts the etymology and interprets the development *s/-t- > *hatt‘ > yatt‘ 
as a hypercorrection, which is not probable. 

Olsen (1999: 964) mentions no etymology, presenting the word as of unknown 
origin. 

I see no formal or semantic reasons to reject the comparison with PIE *p/th;-u-: 
Skt. prthu-, etc. The semantic development ‘wide, broad spacious (land, space, 
territory)’ > ‘mighty, victorious’ > ‘to win, defeat’ is more probable than ‘jump’ > 
‘attack, assault’ > ‘victorious, mighty’ > ‘broad, spacious’ involved in Aécaryan's 
etymology. The initial y- is the productive prefix seen in numerous words of similar 
semantics, namely ‘many, abundant, plenty, fat, etc.’ (see 2.3.1; see also Godel 
1975: 7457). Even if one accepts the derivation from *s/-t-, the initial y- should be 
identified with the prefix; cf. Lat. in-sulto. 

One wonders if yatt -u (cf. also yatt -k-u), albeit poorly attested, goes back to PIE 
fem. *plth;-u-ih;-: Skt. prthvi-, Av. paradpi-. (In Jahukyan 1987: 241: *-usid-). See 
2.1.18. 


yayt, i-stem: GDPI yayt-i-c‘ in Grigor Skewrac‘i (13" cent.), “Tönac‘oyc‘”, Mxit'ar 
Aparanc‘i ‘known, evident, clear, visible’ (John Chrysostom, Ephrem, etc.); yayt 
arnem/acem ‘to make public, make appear’, yaytnem ‘to make public, known; to 
inform’, etc. (Bible+). Numerous compounds. 
eDIAL The verb yaytnem is present in Sué‘ava, Karin, Ararat, Samaxi, Agulis, as a 
literary loan, as Acaryan (HAB 3: 382a) points out. He (ibid.) then notes Zeyt‘un 
ayid enel ‘to make known/visible’. In 2003: 329 he marks it as Turkish. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 3: 382a. 

Jahukyan (1987: 245) hesitantly interprets as containing the prefix y- < *h,en- 
and PIE *ai- ‘to birn, shine’, or, the root of ayc‘ ‘visit, inspection’. Olsen (1999: 
208) connects with *auis- ‘obvious’ assuming “*en- + *-a-uid with secondary 
association to *uid- ‘know’, or even *en- + *-aui-uid (*-iui- > -i-), in both cases 
with dissimilation of *-u- > -y-“, though, as she admits, the details remain obscure. 

I propose to treat the word as follows: y- + *hay- ‘to see, watch’ + *-ti-. For the 
semantics and the suffix, see s.v. p ‘ast, i-stem ‘proof, argument’, and 2.3.1. 
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yatak, a-stem ‘bottom (of sea, underworld, hell)’, dial. also ‘hell; abyss’ (Bible+). A 
Biblical attestation unknown to Astuacaturean 1895: yatakac' erkri in 1 
Paralipomenon 19.13 [Xalat‘eanc‘ 1899: 36b]; see Acarean 1908a: 25. 
eDIAL In dialects, mostly replaced by synonymous tak. Preserved in Lori atak, 
Axalc'xa hatak, Xarberd adag ‘bottom’, etc. [HAB 3: 387a] Further, see below. 

According to Andreasyan (1967: 376a), yatak is continued by händey in Svedia. 
However, this seems to be the dialectal andi(n) ‘otherworld’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 57a) with the prefix y-, although the conditions of the development of the 
initial y- into Svedia h- are not clear; cf. Andreasyan 1967: 33, 376. 
eETYM Acafyan (HAB 3: 386b) derives yatak from PIE *pe/od- ‘foot’. This 
etymology does not seem convincing. The semantic relationship is not 
straightforward (though Aéaryan compares Gr. óázeóov ‘bottom’, etc.; cf. also 
Saradzeva 1986: 225-226), and the formal obstacles are not easy to surmount. 
Neither is Alayan's (1973: 20-21; 1974: 95-98) derivation from the verb 
hatanem/yat(an)em 'to cut' convincing; the meaning is remote, despite the parallel 
development as given by Alayan: Lat. pavimentum 'a paved surface or floor, 
pavement’ < paviö ‘to thump, pound, strike; to ram down (earth, etc.)’. The suffix 
-ak, generally restricted to Iranian loans, also makes both etymologies dubious. 

Jahukyan (1987: 142, 185, 551) mentions Aéatyan’s etymology with a question 
mark and prefers the (old) connection with tak “bottom; depth; root’, which is of 
Iranian origin. L. Hovhannisyan (1990) did not include yatak in his list of Iranian 
loans. Although not everything is clear in the Iranian material (cf. Hübschmann 
1897: 1107; HAB 3: 386-387; Olsen 1999: 248102), I do not see any reason to 
separate Arm. yatak from tak. 

In order to explain the first -a-, Jahukyan and Olsen reconstruct an Iranian form 
with the prefix à-. I would prefer to treat the Iranian protoform as a privative 
compound; cf. the synonymous Pahl. a-bun ‘bottomless’. Thus, yatak is composed 
of y- and Iran. priv. *a-tak ‘bottomless’, exactly like *y-an-dund-k' (see s.v. 
andund-k‘). 

The textual parallelism between the two Armenian synonyms is obvious. The 
basic meaning of (vJandundk‘ is ‘abyss’. In Armenian folklore it refers to one of the 
lowest parts of the Underworld, as well as to the Abyssal ocean — Sew jur *Black 
water’ [S. Harut'yunyan 2000: 9-12, 16-17]. Moks handü(n)d(k‘), too, appears in 
such contexts; see e.g. in the epic Sasna crer 1, 1936: 14, 131, 436 (in the latter 
passage — with Siv jür ‘Black water’, for which cf. also 282), 1062 (Van hantüt El, 
For a similar use, see HZHek‘ 1, 1959: 328 (Ararat, village of Osakan): covi 
andunda ‘(to) the abyss of the sea’; HZHek‘ 13, 1985: 11, 60: Mu& h’anundk‘, 
andund. 

Similarly, yatak "bottom" can be used in relation with: (1) the Underworld, cf. 
yataks dZoxoc ' (with dZox-k' ‘hell’) = eis zviluéva &öov in Proverbs 14.12 and 16.25; 
(2) a river, cf. i yatakac ' Yordananu in BrsMrk apud NHB 2: 538c; or (3) a sea, see 
NHB 2: 538c, s.v. yatak-a-bac‘ “of which the bottom is open; by opening of the 
bottom’; in two passages (Nanay, 9" cent., and “Carontir”), yatakabac‘ refers to 
andndayin cov *abyssal sea’. For such a joint occurrence of the two synonyms note 
also yataks andndoc' and anyatakeli andundk' in Grigor Narekac‘i 25.3 and 48.5 
[Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 2417. 435"'°']; on an-yatakeli ‘the bottom of which 
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cannot be found’, see below. Also MidArm. atak referred to the sea-bottom (see 
MijHayBar 1, 1987: 85b). 

From the dialectal data recorded by Aécaryan (HAB 3: 387a), the Zeyt'un 
denominative atkenal ‘to dive’ is worth mentioning; cf. also Svedia äggil ‘to dive’ < 
*yatakel [Andreasyan 1967: 376a]. Further, Acaryan says that Udi atak ‘hell’ seems 
to have been borrowed from Arm. yatak. This can be directly corroborated by Metri 
étak ‘underworld; hell’ [Alayan 1954: 280b] and especially Larabat atak ‘hell, 
underworld’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 116a] and Sam$adin-Dilijan atak ‘abyss’ 
[Mezunc‘ 1989: 201b], which were unknown to Acaryan. 

The Larabat word is illustrated in HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 116a by ataka k‘anac ‘ 
‘he went to hell’; cf. also the curse: ataken taka k'yinis [Laziyan 1983: 164a] ‘may 
you go to the bottom of the Underworld’. Here, ataken taka is equivalent to antak 
covi takn et'as (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 67b) *may you go to the bottom of the 
bottomless sea'. In a fairy-tale told by one of the most wonderful Armenian 
story-tellers Mrs. Luma’ Avagyan and recorded by M. Grigoryan in Susi (1922), 
saev atak "Black Underworld’ appears in a very impressive enumeration of words 
denoting ‘hell’, next to jahdnddm-gyor and istibujat (see HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 37). 

The verb atak(v)el ‘to get lost (into hell)’ is recorded in Larabat and Sasun; cf. 
also atakuk ‘lost, vanished’ and atakum ‘peace, riddance’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
116b].?* The semantic field of this denominative is comparable with A ando(n)del. 
Compare Russ. za-propast-it’sja ‘to get lost’ from própast' ‘abyss’. 

Arm. dial. *an-tak ‘bottomless’, with the Armenian privative prefix an- and the 
same root tak, is a perfect typological match of the Iranian *a-tak ‘bottomless’. It 
can mean both ‘very deep, bottomless (sea)’ (Nor Naxijewan, Karin, Ararat, 
Larabat, Van, Mus) and ‘sea-bottom; abyss’ (Ararat, Van) [Acarean 1913: 110b; 
HAB 1: 190b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 67b]; see also S. Harut‘yunyan 2000: 20-21. 
With respect to the parallelism between Iranian *a-tak ‘bottomless’ and Arm. dial. 
*an-tak ‘bottomless’ particularly interesting is the curse antak covi takn et‘as (see 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 67b) ‘may you go to the bottom of the bottomless sea’, 
which is to be compared to Larabat ataken taka k'yinis [Laziyan 1983: 164a] ‘may 
you go to the bottom of the Underworld’. Note the basic pattern: “the bottom (tak) 
of the Bottomless (an-tak) or of the Underworld/Abyss (Iran. *a-tak, etymologically 
— ‘Bottomless’)”. The same is found also with *y-an-(y)atak ` Sew yanataki tli takn 
ert‘as [S. Harut'yunyan 2000: 11] ‘may you go under the mud of the 
Black-Bottomless’ (yanatak ... tak). 

Also Arm. yatak ‘bottom’ is found in a secondary privative prefixation: an-yatak 
‘bottomless’ (see Nonnus of Nisibis apud NHB 1: 207b) and an-yatakeli ‘the bottom 
of which cannot be found’ (in Grigor Narekac‘i, with andund-k‘ ‘abyss’; see above); 
MidArm. anatak ‘bottomless’, twice with cov ‘sea’ [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 47b]; dial. 
(Ararat, Javaxk‘, Sivri-Hisar) an-atak ‘bottomless’, also anataka gnal, anatakvel ‘to 
disappear’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 55a]. Note *sew-anatak *Black-Bottomless' in 
curses of allative structure from Karin [H. Mkrté‘yan 1952: 177b] and Bulanox of 
Mus [Movsisyan 1972: 131a]; cf. *sew jur and *sew atak. 


°8 Some confusion with atak dial. ‘leisure’ seems to have taken place here; cf. Ačařean 1913: 
143; HAB 1: 284b. 
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Remarkably, *an-(y)Jatak is also found with the prefix y-: *y-an-(y)atak adj. 
“bottomless (sea)'; subst. ‘abyss; a part of the Underworld’, Sew yanatak ‘Black 
Bottomless' (also 1n curses of allative structure) [S. Harut'yunyan 2000: 10-12]. 
Note that spells and curses of allative structure (cf. i yan(y)atak covn ‘to the 
bottomless sea’ [Ödabasyan 1976: 121; S. Harut‘yunyan 2000: 12]) could have 
played an important role in the process of the prefixation. 


yawn-k‘, a-stem: GDPI yawn-a-c‘ (Philo, Severian of Gabala), IP] yawn-a-w-k' 
(Isaiah. 3.16 [var. yawn-i-w-k‘], Ephrem); i-stem: GDPI yawn-i-c‘ or yun-i-c' 
(Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.42 [1913=1991: 167-'?], Nonnus, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.), IPI 
yawn-i-w-k' (see above on Isaiah 3.16); rarely singular, a-stem: ISg yawn-a-w 
(Grigor Astuacaban) ‘eyebrows’ (Bible+). 

Spelled also as yun-k‘ (in the later literature; see also in the dialectal section). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. A number of forms presuppose an older *yun-k‘. Note 
also *yo/unk -vi, originally dual [HAB 3: 414a]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology 1s recorded in HAB 3: 414a. Considered to be a 
word of unknown origin in Jahukyan 1990: 71 (sem. field 4), 72 (noting that this is a 
basic term which has neither native Armenian nor borrowed synonyms) and Olsen 
1999: 94]. 

I propose to treat yawn-k' as composed of the prefix y- ‘in, on, at’ and *aw-n- 
‘eye’ from PIE *h;k"-n-. For the *-n- cf. Skt. aks-i-, GSg aks-n-ás ‘eye’, ‘head’, etc. 
(see also s.v. u-n-kn ‘ear’). We might alternatively posit *-(s)neh;-. The i-declension 
may be explained through PIE dual *-i(7;). 

For the semantic pattern cf. Slav. *nad-ocvje, *nad-oci and *ob-ocvje, *ob-oci 
‘eyebrows’, which are composed of *nad- (cf. OCS nadb ‘over, above’, Russ. nad 
‘over, above, on’) or *ob- (cf. OCS o(b/bi) ‘about, at, during’) (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 
22, 1995: 11; 28, 2001: 126) and the word for 'eye', basically meaning, thus, 
*on/at/above eyes’. 

Typologically compare also Shughni bún ‘beard’, if from *upa(ha)na-, cf. Y Av. 
dyhan- ‘mouth’ [Morgenstierne 1974: 19-20], or with OPr. po-nasse ‘upper lip’, cf. 
Gr. önnvn f. ‘moustache’, if from ‘*[that] below the nose’; see s.v. unc -k' 
‘moustache, etc.’. 

For the typology of such a pattern cf. further dunc‘ ‘the projecting part of the 
head, including the nose, mouth and jaws’ (Matak‘ia Abeta or Grigor Akanec‘i, 13" 
cent.), etc.; widespread in the dialects), if from *and-und‘, as is interpreted in 
Margaryan 1971: 219-221. 


yawray, i-stem in NHB, but only GSg yoray-i (Severian of Gabala) is attested 
‘stepfather’; attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913=1991: 359"''), Severian of 
Gabala, Philo. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. pitrvya- ‘father’s brother, paternal uncle’, zatpwe ‘male 
relative, esp. father’s brother’, Lat. patruus ‘father’s brother’, etc., Hübschmann 
1897: 463, 477; HAB 3: 414b; Bonfante 1984: 28. 
Arm. yawray is treated as a native term (see Clackson 1994: 146) that has later 
been replaced by höru (hapax, 12" cent.), analogical after mawr-u ‘stepmother’ 
(Hübschmann and HAB, ibid.); see s.vv. hayr and mawru. The connection with hayr 
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‘father’ (GSg hawr) cannot be doubted, although, as Clackson (1994: 147) points 
out, “an exact morphological analysis is extremely difficult”. 

Two things are puzzling: the inital y- and the ending -ay. The derivation of 
yawray and Gr. zázpo- from *ph»tr-h3i- (Normier 1981: 2740; Clackson 1994: 39) is 
not certain. The assumption that y- is an alternative reflex of h- is hardly probable. 
The semantic derivation may have been expressed by the prefix y- ‘in’ (see 2.3.1). 
The -ay can be identified with abstract and/or collective -ay(k‘) probably based on 
PIE *-eh;-. Note Gr. zatp-a, Ion. -7 f. “*väterliche Abstammung, Sippe; Vaterstadt, 
-land, Heimat’. Thus, *hawr-ay would have meant ‘fatherhood, paternity’, and 
y-awr-ay (lit. ‘in fatherhood, paternity’) refers then to a person who is in fatherhood 
(in paternal relations) with a child. 

One wonders whether the -ay here is identical with that in ark ‘ay, i-stem ‘king’, 
caray, i-stem ‘servant; captive’, p 'esay, i-stem ‘bridegroom; son-in-law’ (q.v.); see 
also 2.3.1. 


yelc* ‘full’ (a medieval dictionary), yetc‘eal ‘filled’ (Book of Chries), -yefc* ‘full of’ as 
the second member of a number of compounds (Hexaemeron, Philo, John 
Chrysostom, etc.). 
eETYM Bugge 1893: 15 connects yete ' with hetum ‘to pour, fill’ (Hübschmann 1897: 
466 with hesitation; H. Suk‘iasyan 1986: 207), see s.v. /i ‘full’ for more detail on the 
etymon. For the final -c‘ cf. li-c‘, which, like yel-c‘, appears as the second member 
of numerous compounds (on li-c‘, see HAB 2: 278-279; Olsen 1999: 744-745). For 
the y-, see s.v. yip 'anam ‘to be filled to repletion, be overfilled, be satiate, luxuriate’. 


yerum, imper. yer (= Gr. zepivov in Proverbs 7.3), partic. yereal, GDSg yer-el-oc' 
(Bible+), Isg.aor.act. yer-i (Severian of Gabala), 3.sg.aor.pass. yer-a-w (Carontir), 
instr. of inf. yer(u)l-o-v (Philo) ‘to tie, fasten or join together, link together in a 
series, string together, put around (said of gems, etc.)’ (Bible+), yerum zban ‘to 
compose, put together word/speech’ (Severian of Gabala, John Chrysostom, 
Eusebius of Caesarea); later yerem ‘to tie, fasten or join together’ (Ban xratu 
attributed to Grigor Narekac'i; Nerses Lambrinac‘i, etc.), yer adj. ‘joined together, 
stringed’ (Tonakan matean). 
@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 3: 396a. 

I wonder if Van *er ‘line’ (gic), *erel ‘to draw a line’ (see Acarean 1913: 296ab; 
Amatuni 1912: 176a, 690; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 370ab; Srvanjtyanc‘ 1, 1978: 
570) belongs here. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 3: 396a) derives yerum from PIE *ser- ‘to put/bind together, 
link together in a series’: Gr. &ipw ‘to knit together’, Lat. sero ‘to string together, put 
in a row; to join, engage (in)’, series ‘row, succession, series’, etc., positing QIE 
*ser-s- for the Armenian verb (see also Jahukyan 1967: 212; 1987: 147; Greppin 
1975a: 5022; Barton 1989: 150-152). For the PIE etymon (without Armenian), see 
Pokorny 1959: 911; Chantraine 1968-80: 325; Mallory/Adams 1997: 354a . 

For y-er- with y- from *hjen- cf. Gr. év-eipo) ‘to fit together’, £v-epoig ‘das 
Hineinfügen, Hineinstecken’, Lat. in-serö ‘to put in; to insert’, in-sertö ‘to thrust in, 
introduce’ (see HAB 3: 396a; Klingenschmitt 1982: 241-242; Barton 1989: 150-151, 
15050). 
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Arm. *(h)er- with trilled -r- points to *ser-s-, for which Aéaryan (ibid.) compares 
Gr. Zvepoic. The latter comes from *-ti-, however (Jahukyan 1987: 190-191). One 
might assume an s-present or sigmatic aorist (see also the discussion s.v. meranim 
‘to die’). The u-conjugation points to u- or nu-present (on these, see Klingenschmitt 
1982: 229-259). The latter option presupposes a development *-rn- > -rr- > -F- 
comparable to *-/n- > *-//- zt In that case the preservation of the nasal in ar-nu- 
m, jer-nu-m, etc. may be due to secondary restoration. Note that the present suffix - 
nu- is analysable in cases such as anke-nu-m vs. aor. anke-c ‘-, z-ge-nu-m vs. z-ges-t. 
In yerum the nasal was probably not restored on the strength of the absence of the 
simplex *yer (unlike the pairs such as ar-nu-m and jer-nu-m vs. ar and jer, 
respectively). For a further analysis, see Barton 1987; 1989: 150-152. 

For yerum zban ‘to compose word/speech’ cf. Gr. eipouevn A&&ig (HAB 3: 396a; 
Barton 1989: 1515). 

From the same etymon are, probably, orm, o-stem *wall, fence' from IE *sor-mo- 
(cf. Gr. ópuoc m. ‘chain, necklace, lace’), and *her-t‘ “turn, queue’ (see s.vv.). Here 
may belong also, in my opinion, PArm. *hur- prob. ‘gilded, adorned by gems, linked 
together in a series, encrusted, embroidered’ or the like (q.v.), preserved in ClArm. 
oske-hurn ‘gilded, adorned with gold’ said of garment, coat, silk, cover, collar, 
tassels, etc. (Bible+) and possibly reflecting a QIE *sör-s-, which would be 
somehow comparable to the lengthened grade seen in e.g. utem ‘to eat’ (q.v.). 
According to Lusenc‘ 1982: 153, here belongs also y-ur-ut‘ ‘incantation’, which he 
interprets as ‘magic beads’. The form y-irem ‘to join together, insert, etc.’ (q.v.) 
theoretically requires *ser-. 


yisun, i-stem: GDSg yisn-i, AblSg i yisn-e (Bible), IPl ysn-i-w-k' (Ephrem); GDPI 
yisn-i-c' is cited in NHB 2: 361b, but without evidence; later: yisun-c ', etc. ‘fifty’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. The forms with -t‘s-, -c ‘c -, -jj-, etc., as well as those 
with geminate -ss- are analogical after vat'sun ‘sixty’ and ut'sun ‘eighty’ [HAB 3: 
400b]. 
eETYM Since Petermann and others, derived from the PIE word for ‘fifty’ 
[Hübschmann 1897: 477; HAB 3: 400], *penk"ékomth>: Gr. nevri-kovra, Lat. 
quinquaginta, Skt. panca-sat- f., etc. For a discussion, see 2.3.1. 


yirem ‘to join together, insert, etc.’ (Philo, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.). 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 3: 400b. Jahukyan (1987: 147) connects yirem with 
the synonymous yerum, q.v. (cf. NHB 2: 361c), hesitantly positing a lengthened 
grade *ser-. The connection is plausible, but the vocalism remains uncertain. 


yli, ea-stem: GDSg ylw-o-y, GDPI yle-a-c‘ ‘pregnant’ (Bible), yt-ut'iwn, GDSg 
ylut'ean, GDPI ylut'ean-c' ‘pregnancy’ (Bible), yf-anam and yt-enam < *yli-anam 
‘to become pregnant (both Bible+, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 12117). 
eDIAL Agulis yella, yata, yata, the verb ylanam > yatanil [Aéarean 1935: 123, 124, 
377; HAB 3: 401a], uła h’uti [Aéatean 1940: 66, 126, 377b], Larabat yolí, yaté 
‘pregnant (said of animals)’ [Davt'yan 1966: 66, 436], Kak'avaberd yale [H. 
Muradyan 1967: 93, 180a], Goris yafe/i [Margaryan 1975: 110, 351a], Zeyt'un [Adi], 
Svedia alla [Aéatyan 2003: 114, 330, 415, 581], Hamsen, Van, etc. ati, Mus h "ali, 
etc. [HAB 3: 401a]. 


494 ylp'anam 


The initial y- of the eastern dialectal forms (Larabal, Goris, etc.) is remarkable 
(see the references above). For the anlaut of this word, see also H. Muradyan 1982: 
226-229; Weitenberg 1986: 96, 9615, 9718; L. Hovhannisyan 1991: 25). 

Danielyan 1967: 168, 213 records Malat‘ia analok' ‘pregnant’ as a purely 
dialectal word with no comment as to its origin. See below on this form. 
eETYM Composed of the prefix y- ‘in’ < PIE *h,en ‘in’ and PArm. */i- ‘full’ from 
PIE *pleh;-. For other views and a discussion, see Meillet 1930: 184-185; HAB 3: 
401a; Pokorny 1959: 843; Jahukyan 1967: 236, 23645; Ravnas 1991: 91; Olsen 
1999: 448-449. See further s.v. li ‘full’. For the semantics, Acaryan (HAB 3: 401a) 
compares French pleine ‘full’ and ‘pregnant’. A perfect etymological match would 
be Lat. im-pleö ‘to fill’, ‘to make pregnant’. See also s.vv. yete‘ ‘full’, yip ‘anam ‘to 
be filled to repletion, be overfilled’, yolov ‘much, plenty’. 

Malat'ia analok' ‘pregnant’ obviously contains the suffix -ok' ‘with, having’ < 
ClArm. IPl -awk' (see Danielyan 1967: 180 on the suffix). I wonder if we can posit 
an underlying *anal(i)- which would be composed of a preposition and the word /i 
‘ful’. The preposition may be identical with ClArm. an(a)- (on which see Jahukyan 
1987: 245, cf. Gr. åvá ‘up along’, Av. ana, OPers. and ‘on, along’, etc.) or with an o- 
grade (cf. Beekes 1995: 221) or zero-grade form of *h,en ‘in’. Alternatively, the root 
may be identical with PArm. *al- ‘kid’, on which see s.vv. aloj and ul. This 
explanation is, of course, highly hypothetical. 


ytp‘anam ‘to be filled to repletion, be overfilled, be satiate, luxuriate’ (Bible+); ylp*- 
ut ‘iwn ‘satiety, repletion, abundance’ (Bible+). 

A textual illustration for the secondary meaning ‘to delight, enjoy, luxuriate, 
relish’ from Book of Chries 8.6.2 (G. Muradyan 1993: 198''*; Russ. transl. 2000: 
188): yip 'anayi erjankut ‘eamb “Hacnarkarıca cuacrbew". 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 3: 401a. 

I tentatively suggest a derivation from PIE *pleA;- ‘to fill’. The underlying *hitp - 
probably reflects the reduplicated present *pi-pleh;- seen in Skt. piparti, *piprati 
and Gr. ziuzAmnui, -auar (see s.v. li ‘full’ for more detail on this etymon). The initial 
y- can easily represent the prefix y- < PIE *h,en- ‘in’, cf. Lat. im-pleö ‘to fill, fulfil’ 
and especially Gr. &u-nmiuninuı ‘to fill’; see also s.vv. li, dial. *i-lin ‘ful’, yete‘ ‘full’, 
yli ‘pregnant’, yolov ‘much, plenty’. 

The problem with this etymology is that the cluster *-p/- would yield Arm. -w?- 
rather than -/p - with metathesis and aspirated -p -. In order to explain the problem 
one may assume a slightly different type of reduplication, *pi-plh;-e-mi, cf. *pi-ph;- 
e-mi ‘to drink’ (see s.v. ampem ‘to drink’), with simplification of the cluster to 
*-[IpH- (for *pH > Arm. p‘, see 2.1.18.2). Needless to say, this explanation is highly 
hypothetical. Alternative: *pi-pl(H)- + pres. suffix -ne-, as in the same ampem ‘to 
drink’ (cf. Gr. zíuzAnui, whether with nasal infix or epenthesis). Another possible 
example of a similar reduplication is ci-cat- ‘to laugh’ from *g(e)i-gIH- (q.v.). 


yogn (spelled also yok 1): API yog/k ‘un-s in Book of Chries, Grigor Narekac‘i; GDPI 
yog/k'un-c' in Grigor Narekac‘i ‘numerous, much, plenty, abundant’ (John 
Chrysostom, Xosrov Anjewac‘i, etc.); derivatives: yogn-a-goyn ‘very many’ 
(Agat‘angetos+), yogn-a-xumb ‘with many groups’ (Book of Chries+), etc.; yognim 
(spelled also yok n-) ‘to be/become tired, exhausted, discouraged’ (Numbers 21.4, 
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Book of Chries, Sebéos, etc.), ‘to be zealous for, to pursue with zeal’ (Timothy 
Aelurus, 6" cent.). 

In Numbers 21.4: yognec ‘aw Zolovurdn i Canaparhin ` &Aıyowüxnosv d Aaog év tjj 
00@ : “the people became discouraged on the way". Arm. yognim renders Gr. 
ÓAtyoyoyéo ‘to be faint; to become discouraged’. 
eETYM Since Lidén (1906: 76-77), interpreted as *y-o-gn = prefix/preposition y- + 
*o-g" hon- or *o-g""no- (cf. Skt. ä-hands- ‘schwellend, üppig’, Pers. äganis ‘full’), 
from *g" lon ‘to swell, abound’: Skt. ghand- ‘compact, solid, hard, firm, dense’, m. 
‘any compact mass or substance’, Gr. edvevijc ‘in abundance’, Lith. ganéti ‘to 
suffice’, OCS goneti ‘to suffice’, etc. [Pokorny 1959: 280, 491; Jahukyan 1967: 59, 
91,6; 1987: 129]. This etymology is possible. For *o-, see Jahukyan 1987: 246. 
Nevertheless, the formation y-o-gn is not entirely clear (see Beekes 1992: 174,). One 
therefore might seek for an alternative. 

As is pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 3: 402b), the semantic development of the 
Armenian is comparable to that seen in Gr. dyjoc m. ‘crowd, throng; mass, 
multitude’ : ‘annoyance, trouble’, dyjAéw ‘to be crowded’ : ‘to move, disturb; to 
trouble, importune’, év-oyAéc ‘to trouble, annoy; to be troubled, annoyed; to be 
unwell, overburdened with work’. One wonders whether the Armenian and Greek 
can also be related etymologically. This has been suggested by Hiwnk'earpeyentean 
but rejected by Acaryan (ibid.) without comment. 

To the best of my knowledge, the origin of the Greek is uncertain. I 
hypothetically assume a common borrowing of substratum origin, from a *(H/w)og"- 
or *(H/w)og"-. The Armenian prefix y- < PIE *h,en- ‘in’ is frequent in words 
expressing the idea of *multitude, etc.’ (see 2.3.1). Note the structural, semantic (and 
etymological?) identity of Arm. *y-ogn ‘plenty’, ‘to be tired, overburdened’ and Gr. 
év-oyAéc ‘to trouble, annoy; to be troubled, annoyed; to be unwell, overburdened 
with work? .?? 

Arm. yogn- ‘to be tired’ resembles xonj, ‘tired’. If they are related, this would be 
another argument against the IE etymology of yogn. See s.v. xonj, ‘tired’. Compare 
the case of viz : Agulis, Larabat, Juta, etc. *xi/uz ‘neck’ (see s.v. awji-k ). 


yolov, i-stem: GDPI yolov-i-c‘ in Movses Xorenac‘i (see below), Movsés 
Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 1.27 (see below), Grigor Astuacaban, Xosrov Anjewac‘i; 
IPI yolov-i-w-k' in Book of Chries [NHB 2: 366b]; GDPI yolov-i-c‘ is also found in 
a colophon by Dawit‘ K‘obayrec‘i from 1178 AD [HayJerHis V-XII, 1988: 222] 
"much, plenty, numerous; many people’ (Bible+). 
In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.67 (1913-1991: 357'^; transl. Thomson 1978: 348-349): 
minc'ew yolovic‘ mkrtel anhawatic' “so that many of the unbelievers were 
baptized”. In 3.68 (1913-1991: 365-5 transl. Thomson 1978: 354): henk‘ ekeal 


? Assuming that the voicing feature of the aspirated stops was facultative in the 
Mediterranean substratum (cf. s.v. t'uz ‘fig’), one may also consider Arm. nk‘otim ‘to be 
dried, parched, tired, unwell (e.g. as resulted from hunger)’ (q.v.): *jen-(H/w)ok/g "-ol- (cf. 
Gr. &v-oyA&w) > PArm. *inuk"/g""-ol-, with -u- because of the labiovelar (cf. 2.1.17.3) or from 
legthened *-0- > *nu-k'ol- > nk at. The labiovelar appears as voiced in yogn because of the 
following nasal. Note that yogn is spelled also as yok n. The original distribution may have 
been yogn ` yok'un-k /s/c ‘. Uncertain. 
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anhatk' ew yolovic‘ kolmanc‘ “Brigands have come in abundance and from all 
sides”. Another attestation of yolov-i-c' : Movsés Xorenac‘i: 2.7 (10919). 

In Movses Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i /7-10 cent/ 1.27 (V. Arak'elyan 1983: 
97'*; transl. Dowsett 1961: 55): Ew yolovic‘n liner bZskut'iwn i telwojn : “Many 
were healed in this place". 

@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 3: 403a. 

The word is found in Xotorjur (see YuSamXotorj 1964: 491b): olov ‘abundant’, 
with the following illustration: jurn olov a “the water is abundant"; also verbal 
*yolovnal, caus. *yolovc ‘nul. 
eETYM Since TerviSean, Bugge, etc., connected with Skt. purü-, f. pürvi- ‘much, 
abundant’ (RV+), puri (adv.) ‘often, very’ (RV+), OAv. pouru- ‘much’, Gr. zodv¢ 
(adj.) ‘much’, etc. [Meillet 1894b: 2805; Hübschmann 1899: 48; HAB 3: 402-403]. 

Bugge (1893: 22) assumes a vocalic assimilation *yolev > yolov. Meillet (1894b: 
2802) derives yolov from *polowi- assuming that “lo persiste devant v" (cf. govem, 
q.v.), and “le premier o est conservé sous l'influence du second; cf. kotor, molor, 
bolor”. Similarly, Jahukyan (1987: 143) derives it from *pol-ou-. Elsewhere (1990a: 
8), he writes that “*poleu- should be reconstructed, *plou- seems less plausible; in 
the first case progressive and in the second case regressive assimilation 1s present". 

Olsen (1999: 778, 808) explains yolov from the zero-grade *-p/h;b"i (cf. Skt. 
pürbhis “in Fülle’), assuming that the vocalism -o- has been conditioned by the 
labial *p-. This idea can hardly be accepted; cf. 2.1.20. 

I propose a direct derivation from *polhju-s (cf. Gr. z0Aóc ‘much’, on which see 
Kuiper 1942: 34; Beekes 1992: 183-184; cf. Rix 2003: 373, 3805): *polaw- > 
PArm. *(p)olaw > y-olov. For the assimilation, implied also in Meillet's, Bugge's 
and Jahukyan’s explanations, see 2.1.20, 2.1.23. Note especially that alawunk‘ 
‘Pleiades’, which apparently derives from the zero-grade of the same PIE word (cf. 
Y Av. *paruiiaini-, NPers. parvin, Greek IIAei&óec), corroborates the idea about the 
dissimilation (see s.v.). 

For the prefix y-, see 2.3.1. 

The i-stem of yolov may be compared with Skt. f. pürvi- from PIE *plh;-u-ih;-. 
See 2.2.3. See also s.v. hoyl, i-stem ‘group’. 


yoldoldem ‘to shake, move, cause to totter, waver’ (Nahum 3.10, John Chrysostom, 
Ephrem, etc.), yotdotd, a-stem: GDPI yoldotd-a-c‘ (2 Peter 2.14, Alexander 
Romance) ‘not firm, tottering, unstable, mutable, vacillating, wavering, fickle’ (2 
Peter 2.14, 3.16), John Chrysostom, Hesychius of Jerusalem, T'ovmay Arcruni, 
etc.). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 403b) treats this verb as a reduplication of an otherwise 
unattested *yołd- and does not record any acceptable etymology. 

The basic meaning seems to be ‘to move’. Note the apposition ansarz himn 
‘immovable base’ : anyoidoitdeli vem ‘immovable wall’ in John Chrysostom apud 
NHB 1: 209a. Thus, an-sarz ‘immovable’ is synonymous to an-yotdotd-eli. Note 
Agat‘angelos § 767 (1909=1980: 398''"), where the huge blocks of stone are said to 
be impossible to move (sarZel); cf. dial. Javaxk‘ an-Zaz from the above-mentioned 
an-sarz : anzaz k'ar ‘immovable stone’ (see Lalayeanc‘ 1892: 11'* = 1, 1983: 
341). 
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I propose a tentative connection with Gr. ze/ouoı (intrans.) ‘to move’, Skt. carati 
‘to move, wander’, vi-calayati ‘to shake’, etc. The Armenian verb may be regarded 
as an archaic formation with the prefix *hjen- ‘in’ based on a reduplicated present in 
o-grade. Further, see s.v. y-orj-orjem 'to call' and 2.2.6.1. As for -d-, one could 
compare with Gr. zei&do < *k"elh;-d'e/o- vs. teAouaı (see Hardarson1995: 206). We 
are probably dealing with another trace of the old present suffix *-d"-, cf. zujóc ‘to 
fill’ (see Beekes 1995: 231). Thus QIE *h,en-k"olh,-d"- > PArm. *in(g)old- > y-old- 
(cf. s.v. yisun ‘fifty’). 


yoyr, i-stem: GDPI yoyr-i-c‘ in Dionysius Thrax ‘fat’. 

Attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.59 (1913-1991: 338™°), John Chrysostom, 
Dionysius Thrax. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 34) connects with Skt. *pi- ‘to swell, be fat’, Av. 
paeman ‘milk’, etc. Not accepted in HAB 3: 405-406. The etymology is worth of 
consideration. I propose a close connection with Skt. pivan- adj. m.n., pivari- f. ‘fat, 
swelling’ (RV+), pivari- noun f. ‘fat, swelling" (RV+); Gr. ziwv adj. m.n., zieıpa 
adj. f. ‘fat, fertile, rich’. 

Theoretically, a feminine form with full grade in the root and zero-grade in the 
suffix might be responsible for the Armenian word: "peiH-ur-ih; > PArm. 
*he(i)ur-i- (loss of the intervocalic -i-) > *hoyr-i- > y-oyr, i-stem. For the 
generalization of the feminine form in Armenian, see 2.2.3. For the abundance of 
words with y- in this meaning, see 2.3.1. 

Alternatively, one might think of a connection with ger ‘fat’, if this reflects an 
older *ueir-. For the anlaut, cf. yoyg vs. veg ‘knucklebone’, *yusap vs. visap 
‘dragon’, yusk-a-parik vs. vsk-a-pari-k‘ ‘a mythical being; ass-fairy’, etc. (see also 
s.v. *orj-i- ‘testicle’). 


y-orj, i-stem: IPI y-orj-i-w-k' (Hosea 5.6) ‘male sheep, ram’ in Hosea 5.6 
(corresponding to Gr. zpófarov) and Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i [NHB 2: 
372b]. 
eDIAL Ararat, Širak, Mus, Van Zort ‘a two-year-old male sheep’ [Amatuni 1912: 
534a]. 
eETYM From Armeno-Greek *h,en-h;org"i- *uncastrated, male (ram or buck)’: Gr. 
év-opyic ‘provided with testicles, uncastrated’, cf. £v-opy-oc, Ev-opx-ng meaning also 
‘buck’. Further see s.v. *orj-i- ‘testicle’. 


yorjorjem ‘to name, call’ (Movsés Xorenac'i, Eusebius of Caesarea, Ephrem, etc.); 
yorjorj-an-k* (Hesychius of Jerusalem), API -an-s (Severian of Gabala), a-stem: 
GDP! yorjorj-an-a-c ' (Eusebius of Caesarea), IPI [> adv.] yorjorj-an-a-w-k' (Cyril 
of Jerusalem) ‘name, naming’, yorjorj-umn ‘name’ (Movses Xorenac‘i 2.63 
[1913=1991: 1965], etc.), yorjorj ‘id.’ (Nersés Snorhali /12" cent./). 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.4 (1913-1991: 16'5; transl. Thomson 1978: 73): Ew ander 
ardeok' zsa miayn ordwoy anuamb yorjorjeac '? *Why then did [Scripture] bestow 
on him alone the name of son” (concerning Noah). Further: or Ewt‘atios yorjorjer : 
“which was named Euthalius” (2.80: 219''°); oroy koc'mamb yorjorjec'an ew 
batanik‘n : “by which name the baths were also called” (2.88: 238.5 transl. 244). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 408b) treats this verb as a reduplication of an otherwise 
unattested *yorj- and does not record any acceptable etymology. Jahukyan (1990: 
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76) points out that yorjorj is obviously a reduplication, but the origin of the root is 
unknown. 

I propose a connection with Gr. eipw < *Feipw ‘to say, speak, tell’ and Hitt. 
uerija- ‘to call, name, summon’, reflecting a ie-present of the root *uer- (see 
Pokorny 1959: 1162-1163; Frisk s.v., Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 231, 361); 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 535a). The Armenian verb probably contains the prefix y- « 
PIE */A;en- ‘in’; typologically cf. Lat. in-voco ‘to call upon, invoke’, OPr. enwacke 
‘to call, invoke’ (see Toporov, PrJaz 2, 1979: 59-60); also Lat. in-titulare, Engl. en- 
title, etc. 

Thus: QIE */A;en-uor-ie- > PArm. *ingorj- > *im)orj- > *yorj-, cf. yisun ‘fifty’ 
(q.v.) vs. hing ‘five’ from PIE *penk"ekomth; ‘fifty’ and *penk'e ‘five’, 
respectively. For "je-present in o-grade cf. synonymous koc‘em ‘to call, invite, 
invoke’ from QIE *g”ot-ie- (cf. PGerm. *kwepan ‘to say, speak, call, name’: Goth. 
qipan, OIc. kveða, OEngl. cwepan, etc.), as well as goc ‘em ‘to shout’ from *uok"ie-. 

Another type of reduplication in o-grade is represented by the following words 
also expressing speaking activities: t‘ot‘ov- ‘to speak unclearly’ < redupl. from 
t'ovem ‘to cast a spell’; kokov-an-k' *boastful/vainglorious words’, kokov-t-el ‘to 
speak eloquently’ (q.v.). In this case only the first consonant of the root is 
reduplicated, cf. Skt. intensive jóguve ‘to call, to announce’ from gav- ‘to call, 
invoke, praise’ (RV+), which, according to my etymology, may be connected with 
Arm. ko-kov-. 

Further, compare verbal koskocem < *koc-koc-em ‘to beat, break’ < *koc-koc- 
ie-mi, from koc- ‘to beat; to lament by beating one’s breast’, probably a reduplicated 
present in o-grade with the present suffix *-ie-. See also 2.2.6.1. 


yurt‘i ‘watered, irrigated, fertile’ (Genesis 13.10, Gregory of Nyssa, Grigor 
Narekac‘i, etc.), yurt‘anam ‘to increase’ (Nersés Snorhali); without the initial y-: 
urt‘em ‘to sprinkle, irrigate’ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5" cent.), u/t‘anam ‘to be watered, 
prosperous’ (Anania Narekac‘i, 10" cent.). 

In Genesis 13.10 (Zeyt‘unyan 1985: 201): zamenayn kotmans Yordananu, zi 
amenayn yuft'i ër : näoav tiv mepiywpov tod lopóávoo dn noa nv notlouevn. 
Arm. yurt‘i renders Gr. zotiCouévy, from the verb zotilo ‘to give to drink; to water, 
irrigate’. 

In Bargirk* hayoc‘: urt'i * parart [Amalyan 1975: 26 
Ic ‘eal [‘filled’] (op. cit. 26279; but see s.v. urd. 
eDIAL Nor Bayazet art‘anal ‘to become fertile by watering (said of a cornfield)’ 
[HAB 3: 410a]. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 3: 410a. 

The word is certainly composed of the prefix y- ‘in’ and PIE *-ti-o-/-eh>-, found 
also in an-jr-di ‘arid, vot-watered’ (with privative an- and jur ‘water’), n-aw-t'i 
‘hungry, fasting’ < ‘not having eaten/drunk’, etc.; see s.vv. and 2.3.1, on -ti. 
Typologically compare OHG durst ‘thirst? from Germ. *burs-ti- ‘thirst , drought’. 
Whether the root is identical with ur-c- ‘to increase’ (cf. Jahukyan 1967: 304) or ur 
‘to swell’ is uncertain. 

I tentatively propose a derivation from PIE *Huers-: Skt. vars- ‘to rain’, vrsti- f. 
‘rain’ (RV+), Hitt. varsa- ‘rain-shower’, Luw. uarsa- ‘drips’, Gr. &&pon, depon, épon 
f. ‘dew’, oópéc ‘to urinate’, MIr. frass ‘rain-shower, torrent’, etc. (see Mayrhofer 


UL Compare also urd: 
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EWAia 2, 1996: 522-523). Arm. y-ur-t' can be derived from QIE *h ‚en-h jurs-ti-V-; 
for the structure cf. Skt. vrs-fi-, as well as MIr. frass < *hjurs-t- (see Schrijver 1991: 
497-498). A PIE *-rs-t- would yield Arm. -(r)st-. One may therefore treat y-ur-t‘i as 
reshaped with the same suffix *-ti- which remained productive at later stages (see 
2.3.1). 

It is uncertain whether there is any relation with Arm. *var in vard-a-var ‘folk 
festivity of water-pouring’ (see also s.v. urd ‘a small canal/brook to water gardens 
with"). 


N 


*n(a/o)-, etc. 
See s.v. *s(a/o)- ‘this’. 


nayim ‘to look, observe; to perceive by the mind, apprehend’ (Bible+). 

@DIAL Preserved in some extremely NW (Suc‘ava, Nor Naxijewan, Polis, Rodost‘o, 
Partizak, Aslanbek, Sebastia) and E (Ararat, Agulis) dialects [HAB 3: 427b]. 

eETYM Compared with hayim ‘to watch, look’ (q.v.) since NHB (2: 404b) and 
Patkanov (1864: 14); see also other references in HAB 3: 427a, as well as Patrubany 
1897a: 234 (from *ni-hayim) and Dumézil 1997: 3 (from *(i)n-hayim). Acaryan 
(HAB) and Jahukyan (1987: 245) accept the derivation from *ni- ‘down’, seen also 
in ni-st. 


nan, nana, voc. nan-e, nene, nan-i (dial., nursery word) ‘mother’, ‘grandmother’, 
‘lullaby, sleep’. 
eDIAL Ararat, Lazax nan ‘mother’, Larabat ‘grandmother’; AlaSkert, Mus, Surmalu 
nan-e voc. ‘mother’, Xnus-Bulanox nan-e ‘grandmother’ [Melik‘ean 1964: 547a]; 
Ararat, Lori, Lazax, Van nan-i voc. ‘mother’; Ararat, Van, etc. nana ‘mother; 
grandmother; lullaby, sleep’, nana-xat ‘un ‘grandmother’; Polis, Ewdokia, Akn, Mus, 
Larabal, etc. nene ‘mother’, etc. (see Amatuni 1912: 3a, 500b; Acarean 1913: 809- 
810; HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 137-138). 
eETYM A nursery word possibly of IE origin [Jahukyan 1972: 300-301; 1987: 56, 
140, 182, 275], cf. Pers. nana ‘mother, mamma’ (Steingass 1428a), Shughni nan 
*mother; grandmother', Khot. nàni *mother', Skt. nand- *mother, mum', SCr. nana, 
nena ‘mother’, Gr. vavvn ‘aunt’, Alb. nëne ‘mother’, Welsh nain ‘grandmother’, etc. 
(Morgenstierne 1974: 49b; Bailey 1979: 179b; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 9-10; 
Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 386a). Of non-IE languages cf. Abkhaz nan 
‘mother’, Kabardin nan ‘grandmother, old woman’, Chechen, Ingush nana ‘mother’, 
etc. [Jahukyan 1987: 602, 608]. 

The form is probably a reduplication, cf. OHG ana 'grandmother', etc. (see s.v. 
han-i ‘gtandmother’). Note also Turk. ana, anne ‘mother’, cf. Arm. dial. ana-xat ‘un 
‘snail’, fem. anthroponym Ana-xat‘un, etc. (see 3.5.2.1). For the reduplicational 
pattern cf. Arm. mam(a) ‘mother, grandmother’, pap(a) ‘father, grandfather’, tat(a) 
*grandmother, father’, etc. (see s.vv.). 


500 naw 


naw, a-stem: GDSg naw-i, AblSg i naw-e, LocSg i naw-i, AllSg i naw, ISg naw-a-w, 
GDP! naw-a-c‘, AblSg i naw-a-c ‘, IP] naw-a-w-k ; u-stem: ISg naw-u, LocSg i naw- 
u, GDPI naw-u-c', IPI naw-u-k'; o-stem: GDPl naw-o-v-k' (rich evidence in the 
Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1118) *boat, ship; battleship, trireme; navigation, 
seafaring’ (Bible), *winepress basin (of stone)’ (Canon Law); nawem ‘to navigate’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL Sué‘ava, Nor Naxijewan, T‘iflis, Rodost‘o, Alaskert, Juta, Marata nav ‘boat, 
ship’ [HAB 3: 433b]. In Karin, Xotorjur, Mu$, Ararat, and in a number of E and SE 
dialects we find nav (Agulis and Larabat nov) referring to ‘mill-race’, ‘gutter’, 
‘tube’, ‘basin or drain of a fountain’, ‘trough’ and the like (Amatuni 1912: 605b; 
Aéafean 1913: 810a; YuSamXotorj 1964: 492a; Margaryan 1975: 449b; 
HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 141-142). Most of these meanings should be regarded as 
recent cultural innovations taken from Persian (HAB 3: 433-434; for the Iranian 
forms see below). However, one cannot exclude the possibility that the meaning 
‘basin; trough’ has been developed within Armenian, cf. the literary meaning 
*winepress basin’ attested in Canon Law. 
eETYM Derived from the PIE word for ‘boat’: Skt. nau- f. ‘boat’, Oss. naw/nawe 
‘boat’, Khot. no ‘boat’, Gr. vaög f. ‘ship’, Lat. navis, is f. ‘ship’, Olr. nau ‘ship’, 
Olc. nör ‘ship’, etc. Considered native Armenian in Hübschmann 1883: 45; HAB 3: 
433ab; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 432a; Kortlandt 1980: 104 = 2003: 31; Mallory/Adams 
1997: 28; Beekes 2003: 164, 211. The native origin is disputed, however, because 
naw can also be regarded as an Iranian loanword; see Hübschmann 1897: 16-17, 
201; HAB 3: 433 with lit.; Pokorny 1959: 755; Schmitt 1981: 54; 1987: 446b; 
Jahukyan 1987: 182, 551. 

On the ground of the a-stem, Olsen 1999: 896-897is inclined to the loan theory. 
This argument is not compelling, however. The PIE form *nehzu-s must have been 
feminine; there seems to be some Indo-Iranian evidence also for a secondary 
feminine "neh;u-eh;, cf. Skt. AccSg navam, MidInd. Pali, etc. nava-, Oss. 
naw/nawe ‘boat’, etc. (Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 59; Cheung 2002: 60, 208). A 
similar formation possibly underlies PArm. *naw-a-. 

The PIE word has been interpreted as an old u-stem of HD declension: nom. 
*néh;-u-s, acc. *nh;éu-m, gen. *nh;u-ós (see Beekes 1985: 83; Nassivera 2000: 61- 
62; for a discussion, see also Schindler 1973: 148; Schrijver 1991: 129-131, 269; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 59). If the derivation from PIE *(s)neh;- ‘to swim’ (see 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 74a; 2006: 249) is accepted, the assumption that the PIE term 
is a loan from Sem. (< Afr-As.) *’-n-w- ‘jar, vessel; boat’ (Illié-Svityé 1964: 6, 8; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 874-875; 1995, 1: 771-772) should be given up. 

Arm. nawaz ‘boatman’ is certainly an Iranian loan, cf. Parth. nawaz ‘skipper’, 
Y Av. nauuaza- m. ‘id.’, Skt. navajá- m. ‘skipper, boatman’, etc.; see Hübschmann 
1883: 45; 1897: 17, 201; HAB 3: 434a; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 38. For the 
recent technical meanings in the Armenian dialects, compare NPers. nav ‘trough, 
canal, aqueduct, roof-gutter, the sluice of a mill-dam, boat’ (Steingass 1382a), 
Pashto nawa ‘gutter, tube’, Ormuri nawa ‘valley’, Parachi nax ‘roof-gutter’, Oss. 
nuk/noke ‘gutter’ prob. from *nau(a)ka-, Munji nawago, Yidgha nawogö ‘mill- 
race’ (see Cheung 2002: 209). 
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Georg. navi ‘boat’, Svan näv ‘id.’, etc. are considered as borrowed from 
Armenian (HAB 3: 434a; Illié-Svityé 1964: 617, 8). 


nawt‘i, ea-stem according to NHB and HAB, but only API nawt'i-s is attested 
(Bible+); anawt*i (John Chrysostom, Paterica, etc.) “hungry, fasting’. 

Renders Gr. vijoti¢ ‘not eating, fasting’; for illustrations, see Weiss 1994: 91. 
eDIAL The form anawt'i, although later attested, is ubiquitous in the dialects, 
whereas nawt'i is seen only in Larabat ndt‘ae [HAB 3: 478a]. However, this form 
cannot be treated as a direct reflex of the archaic nawt'i since the pretonic vowel 
(and even syllable) of trisyllabic words is lost in Larabat and adjacent dialects which 
have penultimate accent. A trace of the initial a- can be seen in the following 
by-forms: Larabat anót'i [Davt'yan 1966: 313], Goris anot‘i [Margaryan 1975: 
314b]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 477-478) treats as composed of a root *nawt' and the 
suffix -i (cf. also Frisk 2: 319) seen in e.g. bar-i ‘good’, and rejects all the 
etymologies of the word. More accurately: *-ti-o-; see below. 

Since Bugge (1889: 22), connected with Gr. vrjgo, Dor. vapo ‘to be sober, drink 
no wine’, viyıg f. ‘sobriety’, vraz-wjg ‘sober, discreet, vya-tiKdc ‘sober’ 
[Hübschmann 1897: 479 (with reservation); Pokorny 1959: 754; Frisk 2: 318-319]. 
One reconstructs *nag""-tiio- [Jahukyan 1982: 43, 218104; 1987: 140] or *näbtio- 
(see Olsen 1999: 437, with hesitation); see also Pedersen 1906: 349 = 1982: 127. 

Klingenschmitt (1982: 167) derives nawt'i from *n-h,ť tiio- < *n-hj,d-ti-, cf. Gr. 
vnotig, -10c, -ióoc ‘not eating, fasting (of persons); causing hunger, starving’; see 
also Beekes 1988: 78 (with a question mark). Sceptical: Olsen 1999: 437,5. This 
is semantically preferable since both nawt'i and vjorig mean ‘not-eating’ whereas 
Gr. vnoo refers to abstaining from alcoholic drink [Clackson 1994: 155; Weiss 
1994: 91] and may be derived from *ne- + *hj;e(hj)g""- ‘not-drinking’, cf. Lat. 
ebrius ‘drunk; intoxicated’, Toch. AB yok- ‘to drink’, etc. (see Winter 1980a: 470; 
Puhvel 1985; Schrijver 1991: 45, 54, 139; Weiss 1994; Adams 1999: 510; Kim 
2000), although Doric vágo points to *h, [Schrijver 1991: 54, 139] (but on Doric 
see Kim 2000: 163-164). According to Seebold (1988: 506), Gr. à is “wohl aus einer 
partizipialen Bildung *n-(a)g"”-ont- entwickelt”, and Arm. nawt‘i “ist unklar”. 

For other possible/alleged cognates (e.g. OHG nuohturn ‘sober’), for a discussion 
and other references or proposals, see HAB 3: 477-478; Dumézil 1997: 2-3; and 
especially Clackson 1994: 154-156. 

If the cluster *-dt- would rather yield Arm. -wt-, with unaspirated dental stop (see 
2.1.22.12), one could maintain the connection of Arm. nawt'i with Gr. viga 
(whether with. Lat. ebrius and others or not) and derive it from *n-H(H)g""-ti-o-. 

According to Pedersen (1906: 343 — 1982: 121), the initial a- of the Armenian 
by-form a-nawt ‘i is prothetic and can be compared with that of anic (q.v.). Jahukyan 
(1987: 254) treats a-nawt ʻi vs. nawt'i (cf. a-nawsr : nawsr) as dialectal variants. In 
fact, anawt'i can be treated as analogical after the privative prefix an-, see 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 167,; (“eine Verdeutlichung als negativer Begriff nach 
Komposita mit an- privativum < *n-“); Clackson 1994: 155, 23155; Beekes 1988: 
78. 


100 For possible Luwian and Iranian cognates, see Meier-Brügger 1990. 
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The derivational type in *-ti-o-/-eh finds parallel in other Armenian words of 
the same semantic field: an-jr-di ‘arid, vot-watered’ (with privative an- and jur 
‘water’), y-ur-t'i ‘watered, irrigated, fertile’; see s.vv. and 2.3.1. It is uncertain 
whether there is any connection with nk ‘t‘em ‘to starve, faint from hunger’. 


neard-k‘, obl. ne(a)rd-, nard- [or nom. neard-k‘ in Agat'angelos vs. obl. niard- in 

Gregory of Nyssa]; i-stem: GDPI nerd-i-c‘ (twice in Plato), nard-i-c‘ (Nerses 
Lambronac‘i), niard-i-c ' in Gregory of Nyssa (but here also niard-a-c ‘, which points 
to a-stem), IPI neard-i-w-k‘ (Cyril of Jerusalem) “sinew, tendon’. 

Agat‘angetos+. In derivatives: Bible. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.85 (1913-1991: 230''', 231"'; transl. Thomson 1978: 
237), nerd-eay ‘made of sinew’, referring to a strap. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. veopá f. ‘string, sinew’, Lat. nervus m. ‘sinew, nerve, 
string’ (since NHB 2: 417b, s.v. nerd-eay), Skt. snávan- n. ‘sinew’ (AV+), YAv. 
snavara.bazura- ‘having sinews as arm’, Oss. nwar/naweer ‘sinew, tendon’ (see 
Cheung 2002: 209), Hitt. ishunauar n. ‘sinew, string’, etc. [Hübschmann 1883: 45; 
1897: 478; HAB 3: 438b; Jahukyan 1987: 149]. From PIE neuter heteroclitic 
*s(hz)nehur/n-. For d see s.v. leard ‘liver’. Thus: *sneh;ur-t- (cf. Olsen 1999: 
3460, 156, 192) > *ne(H)ur-t- > *ne(w)r-t- > neard. See 2.1.33.1. On *-ti-, the loss 
of -w-, influence of leard, etc., see Clackson 1994: 55, 97, 21997; Kortlandt 1980: 
102; 1993: 10; 2001: 11 = 2003: 30, 102, 131. 


net, i-stem: ISg net-i-w, GDPI net-i-c‘, IPI net-i-w-k' ‘arrow’ (Bible+); on MidArm. 

verbal netem, see below, in the dialectal section. 
eDIAL Preserved in a number of dialects, basically in the meaning ‘arrow’: Agulis 
net, MuS ned, Moks, T‘iflis nit, Zeyt'un nid, etc. [HAB 3: 442b]. In Larabat and 
Goris, the word denotes a wooden part of the loom, see HAB 3: 442b; Lisic‘yan 
1969: 156-158. Moks nit , GSg nita’/natan, NPI natk”ir ‘the pole of a plough’ (see 
Orbeli 2002: 299). 

Sulaver *net-öj ‘a kind of snake’, lit. ‘arrow-snake’ [Acarean 1913: 811b; HAB 
3: 442b], cf. Dersim (K*11) ned-ig ‘a poisonous snake’ (see Batramyan 1960: 155a), 
on which, see 1.3. 

MidArm. (Smbat Sparapet, etc.) denominative verb netem ‘to throw (arrow, etc.)’ 
is present in many ka-dialects [HAB 3: 442-443]. 

On the compound *net-u-atein ‘arrow and bow’, see s.v. adeln ‘bow’. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1866: 67-5 see also Hübschmann 1897: 478; HAB 3: 
442b), derived from IE *nedo- ‘reed’: Skt. nada- ‘reed’, ManMPers. n yPahl. od 
‘reed, cane; tube, pipe, flute, clarion’, Parth. nd ‘pipe, flute; cane, rod’, NPers. na/ay 
*reed, cane; flute, pipe', etc. [Pokorny 1959: 759; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 7-8; 
Cheung 2007: 276-277]. 

As is pointed out in Mallory/Adams 1997: 481a, “the Armenian meaning 
reflects the widespread use of of certain kinds of reeds for the making of 
arrowshafts". The meaning ‘arrow’ is also found, probably, in Hittite: nata- c. ‘reed, 
arrow, drinking straw’ (cf. CLuw. nätatta- n. ‘Rohr’, see Starke 1990: 201¢65, 418). 
Next to this form, going back to QIE *nód-o-, once we find AccSg nati-n, pointing 
to an i-stem nati- (see Kloekhorst 2008: 597; see also Puhvel 2007). If this form is 
old, we might think of Armenian and Anatolian *ned-i- ‘reed; arrow’. Alternatively, 
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PArm. *net-i- may be derived from QIE fem. *ned-ih;-, cf. Skt. nädı- ‘pipe, flute, 
vein' (for a discussion, see Olsen 1999: 84). 


nert‘akn ‘rat’. 

Not attested. Only in K‘ajuni [HAB 3: 446a]. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 

The status of the word is uncertain. Nevertheless, it seems obvious that nert ‘akn 
is a compound the second member of which is t'akn ‘mouse’. Atafyan (HAB 2: 
142b) considers t‘akn to denote an unknown animal. He fails to note the fact that in 
one of the few attestations t‘akn renders Greek ‘mouse’ [NHB 1: 792-793]. Under 
this light the connection of t‘akn with Georgian /"agu ‘mouse’ suggested by Mat 
becomes more probable. 

As to the first component, it is tempting to equate it with ner *husband's brother’s 
wife’ (q.v.). For the semantic relationship, see s.v. ak ‘is and 3.5.2.9. 


ner, i- or a-stem: GDSg nir-i in Ruth 1.15, AblSg i ner-é in Ephrem; o-stem: AblSg i 
ner-o-y in Ephrem *husband's brother's wife; husband's the other wife". 

NSg ner and GDSg nir-i are attested in Ruth 1.15, rendering Gr. ovvougoc 
*husband's brother's wife’. For the passage, see Schmitt 1996: 22. In Ephrem one 
finds two conflicting ablative forms, namely i ner-é and i neroy. Philo has API ner-s. 
According to HAB 3: 443a, there is also a NSg reading variant near in Philo. 

Tumanjan (1978: 165) lists ner with the words with o-stem citing GSg ner-oy and 
notes that later the word also has i-stem. This is not quite accurate. As we have seen, 
neroy is attested only once, in Ephrem, whereas nir-i is older since it is attested in 
the Bible. Besides, AblSg i ner-e in the very same Ephrem precludes an o-stem. 
These two attestations point to i- or a-stem (thus, not necessarily i-). Although the 
evidence is not sufficient to reconstruct the original paradigm with safety, the 
attested forms seem to point to NSg ner vs. oblique ner-. GDSg nir-i (as well as dial. 
*nir-oj) and NSg ner are analogical after NSg ner and oblique ner-, respectively. 

The word nert‘akn ‘rat’ (only in K‘ajuni) probably comprises Arm. ner 
‘husband’s brother's wife’ and t‘akn ‘mouse’ (cf. Georgian doen *mouse"); see s.v. 
and 3.5.2.9. 
eDIAL Widespread in the ka-dialects. Zeyt‘un (and Hacon) ney (with diphthong e) is 
irregular; one expects *niy [Acafyan 2003: 42]. One might derive ney from ner 
rather than ner, although this does not solve the problem entirely since -er usually 
yields -ey and not eu, cf. ger ‘fat’ > Zeyt'un g £y, ter ‘lord’ > Zeyt'un dey (ibid.). 

NSg ner : GSG *nir-oj, cf. Zeyt'un ney : nüyüc', Xarberd ner : niroc‘ [HAB 3: 
443; Aéatyan 2003: 187]. 

Svedia has nir and vocative *ner-tikin (with tikin ‘mistress, lady’) > nir/rdagen 
[Aéatyan 2003: 581, 589] or nirdigen [Andreasyan 1967: 260, 376b] or nerdigayn 
[Gyozalyan 2001: 144]; K‘esab nier : nartaken [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 213a]. 
eETYM Since Tervisean and Bugge, connected with the PIE word for ‘husband’s 
brother’s wife’: Gr. eivatepec f. pl. ‘wives of brothers or of husbands’ brothers, 
sisters-in-law’, NSg évatnp, voc. eivatep, gen. eivatepoc, Skt. yatar- ‘id.’, Pers. yari 
< *yavr-i-, Lat. pl. ianitricés, Lith. jenté (17" cent.), inte ‘husband’s brother’s wife, 
wife's sister, daughter-in-law’, Latv. ietala, etc. (HAB 3: 443a; Pokorny 1959: 505; 
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Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 522a; for some other references, see Szemerényi 
1977: 92365). On Latin ia-, see Schrijver 1991: 107-108. 

In view of the apparent phonological problems, the appurtenance of the Armenian 
has been considered uncertain [Hübschmann 1897: 478; Frisk 1: 464] or forced and 
impossible (Lap‘anc‘yan 1951b: 582-583; 1961: 109; see below). Not included in 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 760. The following solution has been suggested: 

*yineter > *inéy(e)r > ner [Bugge 1889: 37; HAB 3: 443a]. For other references, see 
Jahukyan 1982: 2144. Jahukyan (1982: 41, 49, 2144); 1987: 130) assumes the same 
but with zero-grade *in- and not *yen-. As is clear from Greek and Baltic, however, 
the word contained an internal laryngeal, which, in view of Greek -a-, must be *-h>- 
(see Beekes 1969: 195; Schrijver 1991: 97), thus one expects Arm. *nayr, gen. 
*nawr. Hamp 1966: 11-12 assumes *ienater > * i(i)nayr > *niayr > ner. 

Schmitt (1996) independently suggests a scenario similar to that of Bugge and 
Acafyan (HAB), but he derives *yeneter from *yenater assuming an assimilation. 
(See also Matzinger 1997: 11). Kortlandt (1997 — 2003: 120-121) treats this 
assimilation as ad hoc, and, basing himself upon Beekes’ rule for the vocalization of 
medial laryngeals in Armenian before clusters (see 2.1.20), assumes the following 
paradigm: nom. *indir, acc. *inderan, gen. *anawro, instr. *anarbi. Then he notes 
that “this paradigm could not survive", and “the loss of *t before syllabic *r 
provided a good motivation for eliminating the dental obstruent from the paradigm 
altogether". He therefore reconstructs *inir, *iner- beside *mayir, *ma(w)r- 
‘mother’ and *x"eur, -x"e(h)r- ‘sister’, and suggests a regularization of the paradigm 
which produced the pre-apocope NSg *ineyir. 

Kortlandt's explanation does not explain all the details satisfactorily. It is not 
clear, for instance: (1) why the *-w- has survived in mayr, whereas it disappeared in 
ner completely? (2) how exactly do we arrive at NSg *ineyir? (3) how to explain the 
actual ClArm. paradigm, which, despite the scarce evidence, seems to point to NSg 
ner vs. oblique ner-? I therefore offer some considerations not pretending to give the 
final solution. 

In 2.1.23, I try to demonstrate that an unaccented *a (from PIE interconsonantal 
laryngeal) is assimilated."! Thus, Schmitt's idea on assimilation is worth of 
consideration. A paradigm nom. "*ienh;-ter (cf. Gr. &vamp): acc. *ienh;-tér-m would 
give PArm. *inater > *inayr ` *inatérn > *ine(t)ern, whence analogical nom. 
*ine(t)er > *neyr > ner. This way we can understand the paradigm nom. nér vs. obl. 
ner-. GDSg nir-i is analogical after the well-known classical rule -é- : -i- V-. The 
original oblique stem in *-ter- rather than *-tr- parallels Gr. f.pl. eivatepec, gen. 
-tepoc. For -ete- > -e- cf. *treyes ‘three’ > erek‘ ‘id.’. 

Alternative suggestions. The Armenian form had an i- or an a-stem, cf. GDSg 
nir-i in Ruth 1.15, AblSg i ner-é in Ephrem. For a certain stage, thus, one may 
reconstruct an (old or recent) feminine in *-ih>-, namely *(H)ienh;-ter-ih;-; cf. Iran. 
*yatr-i-. Note the unspecified *neteri- in Hübschmann 1897: 478; Jahukyan 1959: 


1?! [One may be sceptical about this hypothetic sound development. Note that, in this 


particular case, the *a has more chance to be assimilated, since both the preceding and the 
following syllables contain front vowels]. 
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278a. IE "ienh;-ter-ih;- would produce PArm. hypothetical *inatéri and would 
strengthen the basis for the unaccented *a (see above). 

The evidence for the o-stem is meagre: AblSg i ner-o-y in Ephrem next to AblSg 
i ner-e (which suits i-, a- or other stems but not o-) in the same passage. If it is, 
nevertheless, reliable, it can be related with the feminine o-stem seen e.g. in nu and 
alaxin . 

Nom. -é- vs. obl. -e- is reminiscent of the paradigm of aues, obl. atues ‘fox’, etc. 
One may also assume a secondary compensatory lengthening caused by the 
nominative marker *-s, cf. 2.1.2 and 2.2.1 2. 

In view of phonological problems, Lap'anc'yan (Kapancjan 1951b: 582-583; 
1961: 108-110) rejects the IE etymology of Arm. ne/er and compares it with Hurr. 
SAlne-e-ra, which he interprets as a common noun meaning ‘husband’s brother's 
wife’ rather than an anthroponym, as well as with Lyc. nere/i-, a kinship term. The 
fact that Arm. ne/er is mainly represented in Western and Southern dialects 
corroborates, he claims, the Asia-Minor origin of the word. Jahukyan (1985a: 366; 
1987: 423, 425) 1s justifiably sceptical about this connection. Since ner, despite the 
scepticism of Lap'anc'yan, is certainly of PIE origin, the resemblance with the 
Hurrian word should be treated as accidental. 


nist, o-stem: GDSg nst-o-y (Gregory of Nyssa, Step‘annos Orbelean), i- or a-stem: 
GDSg nst-i (Gregory of Nyssa) ‘seat, site, standing, situation, location, abode, base, 
estate’ (Deuteronomy 11.30 [Cox 1981: 126], 4 Kings 19.27, Movsés Xorenac‘i, 
Ephrem, etc.), ‘royal residence, capital, royal palace’ (Agat'angelos, Asolik, etc.); 
nstim, 3sg.aor. nst-a-w, imper. nist and nstaruk‘, etc. (rich evidence in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 1139-1143) ‘to sit, be seated; to rest’ (Bible+). 

For the paradigm of the verb and a morphological discussion, see Meillet 1913: 
98, 201a; 1936: 108; Laragyulyan 1961: 73, 79, 109; Godel 1975: 39, 51, and 
especially 122; A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 134, 153, 180; Schmitt 1981: 136, 146; 
Jahukyan 1982: 168, 174, 197; Klingenschmitt 1982: 274; Kortlandt 1981: 33 = 
2003: 38. 

For some Biblical attestations, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 88,. 
eDIAL The verb is dialectally ubiquitous. Zeyt'un da“sda“/ is due to assimilation n...d 
> d...d (HAB 3: 454a; Aéaryan 2003: 114). 

In the dialect of Hamsen the paradigm of the verb is synchronically aberrant and 
certainly archaic, cf. aorist nsta, nstar, nstav, nstak', nstäk‘, nston « nstan, 
imperative nist, nstek' [Acaryan 1947: 134]. 

In Hamsen one finds *alnist ‘a kind of drowsiness-somnolence caused by a spirit? 
(HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 17a); compare the semantics of a Turkish dialectal word 
going back to Arm. xipilik in the same dialect of Hamsen: *beklemmender Zustand 
in einer Art Halbschlaf mit dem Gefühl zu ersticken, Alpdruck’ (see Blásing 1992: 
84-85" 55). The word seems to be composed of al ‘a female spirit supposed to settle 
on young people and suffocate them’ (see Acarean 1913: 53b) and nist ‘sitting, 
settling’; cf. Lat. incubo ‘to lie in or on; to sit upon; to brood over’ vs. incubo and 
incubus *a spirit supposed to settle on people in their sleep and suffocate them by its 
weight’ (further see Garamanlean 1931: 655-657; note also Engl. night-mare ‘a 
female spirit or monster supposed to settle on and produce a feeling of suffocation in 
a sleeping person or animal’, OxfEnglDict). On the other hand, Hamsen *alnist is 
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reminiscent of derivatives of the same spirit-name *a/- such as Tadjik al-masti, al- 
basti, Shughni al-masti, Azeri and Kurd. hal-anas-, Turk. al-ana, etc. (see Basilov 
apud MifNarMir 1: 58; EtimSlovIranJaz 1, 2000: 309). A direct borrowing of the 
Hamsen form from one of these forms is difficult to assert. If nevertheless the 
connection is accepted, one may assume a folk-etymological re-interpretation as 
‘(somnolence caused by) the sitting of the nightmare-spirit’. 

eETYM Since long (for numerous references, see HAB 3: 454a), linked with words 
belonging with PIE *sed- ‘to sit’ (see s.v. hecanim ‘to mount a horse’), cf. Skt. nidá- 
m.n. ‘nest, lair, bird’s nest’, Lat. nidus m. ‘bird’s nest, residence’, OHG, OEngl. nest 
‘nest’, etc. < *ni-sd-o- on the one hand, and verbal Gr. iw ‘to sit down’, Skt. sidati, 
MPers. nisastan ‘to sit’, etc. on the other (Hübschmann 1897: 178; Meillet 1936: 39, 
108; HAB 3: 453-454; Pokorny 1959: 885, 887; Laragyulyan 1961: 73; Jahukyan 
1982: 67, 129; 1987: 146; Greppin apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 393a). 

It has been assumed that Arm. verbal nist-, Skt. sidati, etc. reflect *ni- + 
reduplicated present *si-sd-, see Godel 1975: 122; 1982: 20-21; Barton 1989: 148, 
14845; Ravnes 1991: 106; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 693; Adams apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 522; Beekes 2003: 160, cf. 167. For further references and a 
discussion, see Jahukyan 1982: 2285s; Godel 1982: 20-214,; Klingenschmitt 1982: 
85, 88, 217, and especially 129-131. 

Some scholars assume structurally different proto-forms and derive the noun nist 
and the primary verb nstim from *ni-sd-o- and *ni-si-sd- (> *nihist- > nist-), 
respectively (see e.g. Schmitt 1981: 66, 73, and especially 205). Since the meaning 
of nist is not *bird's nest', it may be treated as a deverbative rather than a direct 
continuation of *nisdos (Godel 1982: 20-21; Olsen 1999: 1739, 22453; cf. also 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 50). 

Further see s.vv. *ar-ic ‘settlement, village’, z-ist ‘the fleshy parts between the 
loins and knee’. Note also unj3, dial. also *uc ‘soot, rust’ (q.v.), if from *söd-iV- 
*soot, sediment'. 


nu, o-stem: GDSg nu-o-y (a number of attestations in the Bible), AblSg i nu-o-y in 

Severian of Gabala, ISg nu-o-v in Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.); a-stem: 
ISg nuaw in Movsés Xorenaci 3.67 (1913-1991: 356"), Yovhannés 
Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10 cent.); n-stem: NP] nu-an-k', API nu-an-s (Ruth 1.6-8), API 
nov-an-s in John Chrysostom (HAB 3: 467a) ‘daughter-in-law’. 

Further attestations: NAccSg nu is widely attested in the Bible onwards. NPI nu- 
k‘ is found in Philo. NAPI nu-an-k‘/s are found three times in Ruth 1.6-8, in 
juxtaposition with erkok /sin ‘both’ [Astuacaturean 1895: 1137b; NHB 2: 447ab]; 
here the Armenian word renders Gr. vóugr, not voóc. 
eDIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 3: 467a. Possibly related are Kesaria 
nunug ‘the elder daughter-in-law in the house’ [Ant‘osyan 1961: 289], Malkara 
nunuk glossed by harsn-uk ‘little bride or daughter-in-law’, Xarberd nunu “tender’ 
(epithet to harsnuk) [Aéafean 1913: 816b], Sebastia, Akn nunuk ‘a plant 
[HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 178b], Sebastia nunuk glossed by harsnuk, lit. “little bride? 
[Gabikean 1952: 426]. 

Further, see s.vv. nuik ‘arum’, *nuin '(nuptial) bed’, *nurin ‘Rain-Maiden’. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 2: 447a; de Lagarde 1854: 315^; Hübschmann 1897: 479; 
HAB 3: 467a), connected with the IE word for ‘daughter-in-law’: Gr. vvóç f. 
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‘daughter-in-law; bride’, Lat. nurus, us f. ‘daughter-in-law; young woman’, Skt. 
snusá- f. ‘daughter-in-law’, etc. 

One usually reconstructs an original feminine, PIE *snusos ‘daughter-in-law’, 
which was transferred to the common feminine class in *-eh>- independently in a 
number of cognate languages: Skt. snusá- f. ‘daughter-in-law’, Sogd. swnsh, NPers. 
suna, sun(h)ar, OEngl. snoru, SerbCS snoxa, Russ. snoxá, etc. ‘id.’. An u-stem is 
seen in Lat. nurus (if not analogical after socrus ‘mother-in-law’) and OHG snur 
(dat. snuri). For a discussion, see Pedersen 1905: 228, 228-229, = 1982: 90, 90-91); 
Meillet 1936: 74; Jahukyan 1959: 183; 1982: 118, 129; 1987: 149; Frisk 2: 328; 
Godel 1975: 78; Szemerényi 1977: 68-69; Tumanjan 1978: 62; Schmitt 1981: 50; 
Rix 1992: 136; Clackson 1994: 156; Beekes 1995: 174; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
771; Olsen 1999: 186; Matzinger 2005: 26-27. 

Scholars practically always present Arm. nu only as an o-stem. However, it also is 
an a-stem: ISg nu-a-w (see above; also Matzinger 2005: 26-2739). Armenian thus 
has both *-o- and *-eh;-. The alternative n-stem (NAPI nu-an-k‘/s in Ruth 1.6-8, 
with erkok‘/sin *both") may be analogical after the plural type kus-an-k' of koys 
‘young girl, maiden, virgin’ (for references and a discussion, see Matzinger 2005: 
26-2713o, 122549), although kusank' reflects the suffixed form kus-an ‘young girl, 
maiden, virgin’ (see Olsen 1999: 298). Olsen (1999: 186, 820, 833) assumes an 
individualizing secondary suffix corresponding to the Germanic feminine type in - 
on- < *-ün- (vs. masculine -an- < *-on-, found in the type Arm. erec‘ ‘elder’, pl. 
eric'unk'; for this paradugm, see Tumanjan 1971: 231). In what follows I 
nevertheless offer a tentative explanation of the nasal stem of nu. 

The connection of this PIE term with Gr. vóugg f. ‘young wife, bride; 
marriageable maiden; daughter-in-law; nymphe’, Lat. nübo, -ere, -si, -ptum ‘to 
marry (a husband)’, OCS snubiti ‘lieben, freien’, Czech snoubiti ‘freien, verloben’, 
Alb. nuse ‘bride’, etc., and the reconstruction of *(s)neub"- (Walde/Hofmann 2: 183- 
184; Frisk 2: 325-326; Otrebski 1967: 76-77; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 761, = 
1995, 1: 66334; Pokorny 1959: 977-978; Mallory/Adams 1997: 148a, 369ab; cf. 
Demiraj 1997: 302-303) is uncertain. 

Regardless of its relationship with Lat. nübo, etc. on the one hand, and with PIE 
*snusós, on the other, Gr. viugy may be linked with an Armenian theoretical form 
*nuw-n- reflecting a QIE *nub"-n-: nom. *nub"-ön > PArm. *nuwu(n) > nu, gen. 
*nub"-n-ös > Gr. *nump"-. It is possible that this *nub"-n- ‘bride’ was of substratum 
origin and has been contaminated with PArm. *nu(h) < PIE *snusós ‘daughter-in- 
law’. Compare another possible substratum word with the same paradigmatic 
explanation: nom. *plh3-b"-ön- > PArm. *alawun, gen, *-b"-n-os > Lat. *palumb- 
with metathesis as in Gr. *nump"- (see s.v. alawni ‘pigeon, dove’). 

The PIE term has been derived from Proto-Nostratic *nus’- ‘woman, female; any 
female connected by marriage; wife, bride, daughter-in-law’, cf. Proto-Afrasian 
*nus’- ‘woman, female’ (Bomhard 2008, 2: 888-889; cf. Diakonoff/Starostin 1986: 
37). Some interesting IE loans are found in Caucasian indigenous languages: 
Kabardian, Adyghe nasa '(father's) brother's wife’, Laz nusa, nisa “daughter-in- 
law’, Avar, Chechen, etc. nus ‘daughter-in-law’, Andi nusa ‘daughter-in-law’, etc. 
(see Bomhard 2008, 2: 889, 935 with references). According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 
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467a; see also Jahukyan 1987: 601", 607“), Kabardian nasa, Laz nusa and 
others have been borrowed from PArm. *nus-. 

A possible derivative of Arm. nu ‘daughter-in-law’ is nu-ik ‘arum, arum lily, 
Arum dracunculus L.’ (q.v.). If we may indeed assume a PArm. *nuw-n- as cognate 
to vöupn f. ‘bride; daughter-in-law; nymphe, goddess of lower rank’, then the 
connection between Arm. nu-ik ‘arum, arum lily, Arum dracunculus L.’ and Gr. 
vuug-aía f. ‘water-lily? would not be merely a semantic one. 

The comparison of Arm. nu ‘daughter-in-law’ with nor ‘new’, nuer ‘gift’, nuaz 
‘little’, etc. (S. M. Grigoryan 1999: 329-330) cannot be upheld. 


nuik, nvik, nuic ‘arum, arum lily, Arum dracunculus L.’, only in late medieval 
medical writings: Kamarkapc'i, Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i, etc. (NHB 2: 451a; Alisan 
1895: 467-468; S. Vardanjan 1990: 165, § 810; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 200). 

In Armenian sources, Dracontium or Arum dracunculus (a plant with snakelike 
rhizome, OxfLatDict) is described as resembling the hide of snakes (see references 
above; cf. the same on synonymous Sawasariwn, NHB 2: 474b). According to 
Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i, from this plant they made an ointment, which was supposed 
to prevent one from being bitten by snakes; a species of this plant is called in 
Turkish yilan kavi, lit. *snake's tinder’ [S. Vardanjan 1990: 165, 6265195]. According 
to a folk-belief recorded in Aréak (S. Avagyan 1978: 45a), snakes settle in the 
neighbourhood of nvik. 
eDIAL Van, Moks nvik [Acaryan 1952: 283], Aréak nvik [S. Avagyan 1978: 45a 
(with a through description), 78a], Satax navik [M. Muradyan 1962: 202b], Zeyt‘un 
navag [Aéatyan 2003: 331], Gamirk* nvic [T‘emuréyan 1970: 91a], Ararat nvik, 
Sebastia, Mus, AlaSkert nvig, Aslanbek, Partizak, Akn /vij, Xarberd /vinj, etc. [HAB 
3: 470b], Sasun nvig [Petoyan 1965: 97, 509], Sasun nvij [Petoyan 1954: 148], 
Kesaria navig [Ant'osyan 1961: 289], Dersim navinj, lavinj [Batramyan 1960: 94b]; 
see also HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 177a. For a description and textual illustrations, see 
Amatuni 1912: 506a. For description of various denotata of muik/ó and the 
synonymous SawaSariwn (on which see below), see Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 483b, 508- 
509. 

Svedia /väg < *luik is described as a plant belonging to the family of susan ‘lily’ 
with flowers resembling susan [Andreasyan 1967: 152-153]. According to 
C‘olak‘ean (1986: 244), the roots of K'esab Javek was used against biting of 
poisonous insects (cf. Acarean 1913: 816a on Mus and K‘h). Urmia, Salmast nuik 
refers to a plant that was used as spice [GwrUrmSalm 2, 1898: 98]. Sebastia navik 
‘arum’ was used for making a fasting dish [Gabikean 1952: 426]. 

The sound change n- > /- is seen in a number of cases in different conditions: 

ClArm. napastak (Bible+; dial. of Sebastia) ` MidArm. and dial. *lapastak, 
*(a)lapastrak ‘hare’ [HAB 3: 428-429]'”; 

MidArm. narinj ‘orange’ > Svedia laranj (nasal dissimilation, Acaryan 2003: 
415); as is pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 3: 431b), this sound change is totally 
identical with that in Spanish naranja, laranja; 

ClArm. nern ‘antichrist’ : dial. Laradat Jer [HAB 3: 441-442]; 


' Contamination with some words with an initial /- (e.g. ZorPahl. /p < "lap, etc. ‘lip’, cf. 
Bailey 1989: 2-4) is possible. 
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ClArm. nig ‘bolt, bar of a door; crowbar’ > dial. ling ‘id.’: 1) nasal epenthesis; 2) 
nasal dissimilation [HAB 3: 450-451]; 

Gr. Norog 'south(-west) wind’ : Turk. /odos ‘id.’, Arm. Polis, Karin lotos ‘warm 
south wind’ (Aéafean 1902: 153; HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 244b). 

In the case of nuik, one may also assume a contamination with Arab. /üf. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 470b) rejects all the etymological attempts, including the 
comparison with Arab. Jor (Alisan 1895: 467), and leaves the origin of the word 
open. I propose to interpret nu-ik as a native Armenian word. It is interesting to note 
that nvik is called Hayoc‘ banjar, lit. ‘Armenian herb’ (Ali8an 1895: 35862: 
Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 483b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 163a). 

The word nu-ik is obviously composed of a stem *nu and the productive 
diminutive suffix -ik. For the by-form in -ič cf. afawn-ic ‘a plant’ from adawni ‘dove’ 
[HAB 1: 122b]; bot-ic the resin of the plant bo? [HAB 1: 464a]; darn-ic ‘a plant? 
from darn ‘bitter’ [HAB 1: 624-625], etc.; from other semantic fields: kaw-ic 
‘chalk’, cah-ic ‘morass’, etc. (HAB s.vv.). 

In order to identify the root *nu, we must consider other designations of this and 
other flowers, which are formally or culturally associated with the arum, e.g. arum 
lily, water-lily, etc. We start with Arm. Sawa(r)s-ariwn ‘arum, arum lily, Arum 
dracunculus L.’, lit. ‘blood of Siyavus’, reflecting the name of the resurrecting hero 
of the Iranian epic, viz. Siyava/u$; cf. Pers. xün-i-siyavus(an) *Dragon's Blood; 
Brazilian wood, a sort of gum produced in Abyssinia’ (Steingass 488b); in other 
languages: ‘blood of brothers’ or “blood of dragon’ [Hübschmann 1897: 213; HAB 
3: 505]. 

The prince Siyavas was desired by her stepmother, but he rejects her advances; 
the stepmother succeeds in turning the king against his son; Siyavas is exiled and 
eventually becomes the ruler of his own territory (see Skjzrve 1998); he is closely 
associated with the horse; he is regarded as a resurrecting divinity reborn as Arum 
dracunculus or lilies; hi is honoured the first day of the year, the vernal equinox (M. 
D’jakonov 1951; Rapoport 1971: 20-21, 83-84, 115-117; Lelekov apud MifNarMir 
2, 1982: 441). All these motifs are characteristic of dying and resurrecting 
mythological figures of the type Attis/Mithra, Armenian Mihr/Artawazd, as well as 
the prominent hero of the epic “Sasna crer" (Daredevils of Sasun), Dawit‘. 

Sahak Movsisyan (Bense) has recorded a traditional story, according to which the 
flower nunufar *water-lily' originated from the blood of Davit', which was killed by 
C‘mkik Sult‘an in the river Metraget (see Lanalanyan 1969: 113"?P; S. Movsisyan 
1972: 51b). That nunufar is an aquatic plant 1s clearly illustrated by late medieval 
folk-songs (see Abelyan 1940: 142, Nrs. 232 and *232; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 198b, 
201a). 

In “Govasank‘ calkanc‘” (Praise of flowers) by Davit‘ Salajorc'i, 17^ cent. 
(UsMjnHayBnst 2, 1987: 357-5) we read: 


Ayn nunufar calikn or kay, busni yezers jrerun, 

Ojern zink'n ku pahen, mard &‘i k'alel noc ‘a ahun. 

“That flower nunufar grows on shores of waters; 

the snakes guard it, and people cannot pluck them for fear of them". 


e» 


As we can see, these two flower-names, viz. nuik ‘arum, arum lily’ and nunufar 
*water-lily', are related not only by the motif, but also by the association with 
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snakes. A number of designations of the arum reflect the patterns ‘blood of brothers’ 
and *blood of dragon'. The underlying myth seems to have had also a variant where 
the brothers had a loving sister (see Ananyan 1987: 150-153; cf. Lanalanyan 1969: 
113*?"^ on Jala ‘tulip, poppy’, always crying for the brothers). Note that Svedia 
lvdg < *luik is described as a plant belonging to the family of susan ‘lily’, which 
also occurs as a female anthroponym in the same mythological context (for more 
detail on Dawit‘, Susan, etc., see Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan 2007). Note also Gr. 
vuug-aía. f. ‘water-lily? from vóugr f. ‘young wife, bride; marriageable maiden; 
daughter-in-law; nymphe, goddess of lower rank, esp. of springs; doll, puppet; 
pupa’. 

Further typological parallels: MuS nor-a-harsuk ‘a flower resembling the poppy’, 
lit. ‘newly married little bride’, Turk. kelincik č ‘ic ‘evi [Amatuni 1912: 505b]; Xian 
arus-uk ‘a kind of plant’ (as synonymous to kakac ‘in, cf. kakac‘ ‘poppy’) from arus 
"bride, ritual doll’ (see Aëatean 1913: 153b, 535b; Petoyan 1965: 446; 
HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 137b), compare Arab. ’arüs an-Nil ‘lotus’ (Uwe Bläsing, 
p.c.); Sebastia nunuk glossed by harsnuk, lit. ‘little bride’ [Gabikean 1952: 426]; 
Larabat arana hart‘na, or c'olen hart‘na, lit. ‘bride or daughter-in-law of the wild 
fields’ (L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 84-85“), 

On the strength of this evidence, one may identify the stem *nu of Arm. nu-ik 
* Arum dracunculus L.’ with nu, o-stem, a-stem ‘daughter-in-law’ (from PIE *snusos, 
cf. Gr. vvog f. ‘daughter-in-law, bride’, Lat. nurus, us f. ‘daughter-in-law, young 
woman’, etc.; see s.v.). 


*nuin (dial) ‘(nuptial) bed’. 

eDIAL Satax navin '(bride-)bed, nuptial bed’ DN. Muradyan 1962: 214b]; Moks 
navin, gen. navna‘, pl. navan-k ?-ir ‘Bce niocreJHbIe IIpHHaJUICXKHOCTH, IIOCTEJIb, HO 
He mocTnaHHas’ [Orbeli 2002: 299]; Sasun nvin ‘bed’ (glossed by ankotin) [Petoyan 
1954: 148]. Textual illustrations from Satax folklore are found in LalVasp 2, 1914: 
76: maj navnin “in the bed’, nəvəni takin *under/in the bed’. Glossed also in SasCi 
2/2, 1951: 783b. The meaning 'nuptial bed’ is found also in Moks, Van and Sasun 
(see HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 177a, with an epic attestation illustrating that 
meaning). 

eETYM No etymological explanation is known to me. 

If the hypothesis on the theoretical Armenian *nuw-n- *bride, daughter-in-law’ vs. 
Gr. vuan f. ‘young wife, bride; marriageable maiden; daughter-in-law; nymphe’ 
(see s.v. nu ‘daughter-in-law’) is accepted, and if the Satax meaning ‘nuptial bed’ is 
original, one may posit an old Armenian *nu(w)in and derive it from *nuw-n- (for 
the -i- compare the cases of lusin ‘moon’ and katin ‘acorn’, see s.vv.). An interesting 
parallel would be Gr. vougov, -óvog m. 'bride-chamber', derived from the same 
voupn (see Frisk 2: 326). This is, of course, highly hypothetical. 


*nurin (dial. ‘the female personage of the rain-invoking ritual and the doll 
personifying her’, *Regenmádchen'. 
eDIAL Ararat, Larabat [Amatuni 1912: 507; Aëatean 1913: 816b; HayLezBrbBar 4, 
2007: 179b], Širak [Mxit'areanc* 1901: 273], Ala&kert, C‘aharmahal [R. Grigoryan 
1970: 324-325]. In ritual songs nurin often rhymes with its epithet ajb-a-huri 
‘wonderful fairy’, consisting of *acp- or *ajb- ‘amazement’ and huri ‘fairy’. 
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For a collection of versions of this ritual song, see R. Grigoryan 1970: 324-326. 
For a description and a discussion, see further Abeghian 1899: 93-94 = 1975: 77-78; 
Abetyan 1941: 89-91; Bdoyan 1972: 491-493; P‘iliposyan 2005, 2: 90-91. 
eETYM Abetyan (1941: 90) states that the etymology of nurin and its other 
synonyms is not known. The connection with Gr. Nereus, Arm. Covi-nar, etc., with 
-a- > -u- resulted from rhyming influence of huri ‘fairy’ in the following line of the 
‘rain-song’ (Lap‘anc‘yan 1945: 86-87,; see also Bdoyan, HayZotXat 1, 1963: 163- 
164; Bdoyan 1972: 493b, 495b; A. Petrosyan 2002: 8,816) is uncertain. Likewise 
uncertain is the Sumero-Akkadian etymology (N. Mkrté'yan 1979: 219; cf. 
D’jakonov 1981: 69). 

Given the fact that most of the names of this personage and its ritual 
representative actually mean ‘the bride (of Rain)’ (of other languages cf. e.g. Kurd. 
buka barane ‘the bride of the rain’, Abetyan 1941: 91), Arm. *nurin may be derived 
from Arm. nu ‘daughter-in-law, bride’ (q.v.); for the semantic development cf. also 
Gr. vóugr f. ‘young wife, bride; marriageable maiden; daughter-in-law; nymphe, 
goddess of lower rank, esp. of springs; doll, puppet; pupa’. The final -n may be 
secondary, and the -ri- due to influence of the synonymous pup-ri-k (which 1s 
perhaps in a way related with Lat. pupa f. ‘girl, doll’, etc. , see Abelyan 1941: 90,), 
and the rhyming influence of huri ‘fairy’ (see above). Uncertain. 


nk‘t‘em ‘to starve, faint from hunger’ (Bible+). For instance, in Genesis 25.29-30 
(Zeyt'unyan 1985: 258): Ew er ep ‘eal Yakobay t'an, ew ekn Esaw i dasté nk 't'eal. 
<...>. Tur inj casakel i Sikat‘anéd yaydmane, zi nk't'eal em ` yņoev ðè lake 
Eyeua. dieu dé Hoav Ex tod medion ékAeimov. <...> I'eüoóv ue dé Tod Eyeuaros tod 
zoppoo tovtov, Ot Exieinw. Here nk't'eal em renders Gr. éxAeízo ‘to leave out; to 
die; to faint’. 

@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 3: 477a. 

According to V. Arak'elyan (1979: 38), here belongs Ararat (Abovyan, the 
village of Kotayk‘) *naxt(a), as the root of nk ‘t‘em, occurring in the expression naxta 
kadarvel ‘to faint, become weak from hunger’, lit. “one’s *naxt be cut”. This could 
be possible only if *nik't'- or *nuk't'- have basically meant something like ‘vital 
power, strength, essence’ or the like, but this is improbable. Typologically, cf. a 
different kind of semantic shift: oyž ‘power’ : *z-oyz > Zoyz ‘endurance’. Dial. naxt- 
can rather be derived from Arm. niwt‘ ‘element, material, subject, properties’, dial. 
‘sap; nourishment; subject; essence’. This is corroborated by Urmia/Xoy niit‘a 
katarvel ‘to be/become exhausted’ (see M. Asatryan 1962: 229b) which is identical 
with Kotayk‘ naxta kadarvel ‘to faint, become weak from hunger’. 
eETYM Meillet (1908-09: 356) connects nk't'em ‘to starve, faint from hunger’ with 
nk‘otim ‘to be dried, parched, tired, unwell (e.g. as resulted from hunger)’ deriving 
them from PIE *ni-k-: Skt. nica ‘downwards’, OCS nice ‘face downwards’, ORuss. 
nicati ‘to bend, bow, droop’, Byel. dial. nicy ‘Oone3HeHHBIM, cuaónHf' = ‘ailing, 
sickly, weak’ (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 25, 1999: 109-110). Not accepted in HAB 3: 
477ab, and not included in Jahukyan’s monographs and Olsen 1999. 

The etymology is worth of consideration. For the semantics cf. the Byel. form; 
see also Arm. xonj ‘tired, exhausted’ vs. xonj ‘low, down’ (see s.vv.). Formally 
Arm. nk‘t‘em can be interpreted as *nik”-t- (with intensive -t-) > *nik‘t- through 
assimilation. 
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On the other hand, nk't'em can be regarded as containing the prefix *ni- and 
*k't'-, the latter being related with *kt‘- ‘to faint, become weak, feeble’ (q.v.); cf. 
n-k‘ot- if from *ni- + *suol- (see s.v.). Hardly related to nawt ʻi ‘hungry’, q.v. 


nk‘otim ‘to be dried, parched, tired, unwell (e.g. as resulted from hunger)’. 

In Numbers 11.6: nk ‘ofeal en anjink‘ mer; ew oc‘ urek‘, bayc‘ miayn i mananayn 
en ac'k' mer : vovi à ý yoy) NU@v Kataénpos, ovdEeV MANY eig TO uavva oi OpdaAuor 
judy. Here Arm. nk‘oteal renders Gr. kata-Znpog ‘very dry, parched’. In 1 Kings 
30.13, the Armenian verb renders Gr. év-oyAéc ‘to be troubled, annoyed; to be 
unwell, overburdened with work’: nk'ofec'ay es ays errord or ` nvoxAndnv yò 
ONMEPOV Tpıralog. 

The form nk'ol-eal is also attested in Paterica, and nk‘ol-umn occurs in 
Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i. 
eETYM Meillet (1908-09: 356) connects with nk't'em, q.v. Acatyan (HAB 3: 477b) 
leaves the origin open. 

I suggest a tentative comparison to EBalt. *sve/- ‘to burn, smoulder, steam’ (Lith. 
svilti, etc., see Derksen 1996: 203, 287), Olc. svelta “sterben, hungern’, OEngl. 
swelan ‘to burn’, OHG swelzan ‘to burn’, Gr. &/n ‘heat of the sun’, etc., probably 
also Arm. k‘aic‘ ‘hunger’. Arm. n-k‘ot- may derive from *ni- + *svol-. Compare 
also Arm. suat- ‘to starve’?. For an alternative, see s.v. yogn ‘plenty; to be tired’. 
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Satit, o-stem: ISg Sa#-o-v (Eznik Kotbac‘i, John Chrysostom); a-stem: GDPI Satt-a-c‘ 
(late, in Oskip‘orik) ‘raw flesh, body, corpse’ attested in Exodus 21.34, Eznik 
Kotbac‘i, Hexaemeron, etc. 
eETYM Müller (WZKM 10: 277, see HAB s.v.) connected with Skt. sdrira- n. ‘the 
body, bodily frame, solid parts of the body’ (RV+). Hübschmann (1897: 479) 
derives the Sanskrit from *kalrlo- and rejects the connection with Arm. sali in view 
of §. Also sceptical: Boisacq 1911-12: 113-114; HAB 3: 490a. 

On semantic grounds Mayrhofer (EWAia 2: 617-618) treats the derivation of Skt. 
sárira- from sar- “zerbrechen, zertrennen, zerschmettern’ to be uncertain. He does 
not mention the Armenian form. 

Olsen (1999: 941,6) points out that Müller's suggestion “may be revived if we 
assume borrowing through an unknown (Iranian?) source”. The Iranian would have 
an initial s, however. I hypothetically assume an old Aryan borrowing at the Mitanni 
period, perhaps even earlier if the o-stem corresponds to the Aryan proto-form: 
*salilo- > Arm. *Salilo- > Satit, obl. šał(i)ło-. Note that also the synonymous 
marmin, o-stem ‘flesh, body’ can be regarded as an Aryan loan.” 


Satim ‘to be mistaken, confused’. Nersös Lambronac‘i (12^ cent.). 


' Bearing in mind that Skt. sdrira- is neuter, one may interpret Arm. GDP sa#-a-c‘ (vs. ISg 
SaH-o-v) as reflecting an older neuter plural *-a- inherited from PIE *-eh;-. The evidence for 
Satt-a-c‘ is scanty, however. 
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eDIAL T‘iflis, Ararat, Agulis, Larabat *sat- ‘to err, to be mistaken, confused; to see 
badly; to become spoiled (of milk)’ [HAB 3: 508a]. 
eETYM See s.v. Sel ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’. 


Sant‘, i-stem (ISg Sand-i-w in a homily ascribed to Elise, IPI sant-i-w-k' in 
Yaysmawurk' and Vardan Arewelc‘i, GDPI sant/d-i-c‘ in Philo and Movses 
Katankatuac‘i 2.40 [1983: 241''); Sant‘, a-stem (GDPI Sant‘/deac‘ in Philo+) 
‘lightning, thunderbolt; spark, fiery iron’ (Bible). 

Spelled also as Sand(i). Borrowed into Georg. sant'i ‘fiery iron’. For the verbal 
Sant‘em ‘to strike, thunder, overthrow’ (Elise; dialects), see below. 

The meaning ‘(fiery) bolt' is seen e.g. in Job 41.11 (Cox 2006: 263). For the fiery 
connotations of Sant‘, cf. also Bargirk! hayoc‘, Nrs. 49-52 (see Amalyan 1975: 247): 
Sant“ hrac'eal erkat'n & “(this) is the fiery iron”; Sant'agoyn: hragoyn “of fiery 
colour”; Sant'ahar: erknahar, kam kaycaknahar “struck by heaven or lightning"; 
Sant 'ik': kaycak, kam xaroyk “lightning, or camp-fire". See also Abeghian 1899: 89 
(“vom Himmel herabgestiegenes Feuer und Eisen, ferner glühendes Eisen und auch 
Dreifuss”). 

Among compounds: Sant -a-har in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.37 (1913=1990: 304-95: 
orpes zsant'ahar yerkir korcaner zk'ajn “smote the brave warrior to the ground as if 
he had been struck by a thunderbolt" (transl. by Thomson 1978: 298). 

Anania Sirakac‘i (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 321" enumerates the following 
atmospheric visual phenomena: Sant‘, kayc ‘spark’, hur ‘fire’, p 'aylakn ‘lightning’, 
siwn hroy ‘pillar of fire’, yardago! ‘Milky Way’. Here, thus, Sant‘ and p 'aylakn are 
taken as non-identical notions. 
eDIAL The dialects have only the verb *sant‘em : Hakan ‘to strike (of devils)’, 
Ararat, Agulis ‘to bite, cause a burning pain’, Sulawer ‘to burn’ [HAB 3: 494b; 
Acaryan 1935: 379; 2003: 99, 331]. According to Amatuni (1912: 510b), Ararat 
Sant ‘el refers to the biting of snakes and scorpions. 

The verb *sant‘em is not recorded in NHB or HAB. One finds it, however, in 
Eise (1989: 32), in the meaning ‘to thunder or strike’ (of a snake) (or ‘to be furious’ 
or ‘to thunder/strike furiously’, cf. bark, q.v.), pertaining to an impious ruler (anören 
isxan). The passage seems to be formulaic since it strikingly resembles the 
description of the Evil Eye in spelling formulae. In this respect, the meaning ‘to 
strike (of devils)’ (in the dialect of Hacon) is particularly interesting. 

I conclude that the basic meaning of Sant‘ was ‘stroke’ referring to lightning, as 
well as to devils, snakes and the like (originally, perhaps, to the mythological 
Thunder Dragon), which has developped to ‘lightning-stroke, thunderbolt’, 
‘lightning’, ‘fiery iron; burn’, etc. Or, alternatively, ‘burning (by 
lightning-stroke)’.'“ 

eETYM Usually derived from PIE *kunti- (< *keu- ‘to shine; bright’, cf. Skt. $óna- 

‘red, purple’, etc.), see Petersson 1916: 47; Pokorny 1959: 594; Jahukyan 1987: 132, 

258, 319 (with reservation); 1988, 2: 71. Olsen (1999: 944) places the word in her 

list of words of unknown origin. In a footnote (op. cit. 944,;), she states: “The 


104 Note K‘esab Sasantil ‘to fall head over heels, turn a somersault’ (see C‘olak‘ean 1986: 
269). Perhaps redupl. *sa-sant‘-, based on *Sant‘em ‘to overthrow, strike’. 
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derivation from *kunti- would seem to be phonetically impossible". For the problem 
of anlaut, see 2.1.21. 

Since Jensen (1898: 117-119, 153-155, 160-163, 180-181, 186, 188; 1904: 
184b". cf. 272b“”), Arm. Sant‘ is discussed in connection with the Luwian 
theonym Santa, see also Roth 1927: 744; N. Martirosyan 1972: 165, 175; Schultheiß 
1961: 221; Jahukyan 1987: 319, 424. If of IE origin, Arm. Sant /d may be regarded 
as the source of Santa (Jahukyan 1992: 22-23). 

Luw. Santa (vocative Santas, see Starke 1990: 34) is found in personal names 
from Kültepe and directly attested in the well-known ritual of Zarpiya where he and 
Innarawantes-deities are invoked (see Hutter 2003: 228 with ref.). In personal names 
the theonym is joined to typically Luwian elements, and the cult of this “Asianic” 
god was maintained over a rather extensive area and is met with even in Lydia 
[Houwink ten Cate 1961: 136-137, 201]. 

The theonym Santas (next to Kupapa) is perhaps attested also in a charm from the 
“London Medical Papyrus”, an Egyptian medical text dating to about 1200 BC (see 
Billigmeier 1981). It also seems to underlie the name Zac, *Zavr- used by 
Pherecydes (see West 1971: 50-52; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 903). One cannot 
give much weight to the initial Z- of this name since it is associated with Zeus. 

Also Hurr. Santaluggan is cited in this context [Lap‘anc‘yan 1951b: 592-593; 
1961: 120]. Pointing out that Arm. sant‘/d, being probably of native origin, may be 
seen in the basis of Santa, Jahukyan (1988, 2: 71, 72, 73, 81, 82-83; see also 1987: 
424) adds some more Near Eastern theonyms (e.g. Hurr. Santaluggan, the second 
component of which may be compared with Hitt. lukke- ‘to shine’, Lat. Lücetius, 
etc.) and toponyms which possibly contain the same Armenian word. Greppin 
(1978-79: 9-10) is sceptical, since the logogram ‘lightning’ has been removed from 
Santa- and applied to Tarhu-, and “it appears most unlikely that Santa has anything 
to do with weather" (see also Tirac‘yan 2006: 191-19235; 2008: 832). In 1978a, 
however, Greppin examines the new material introduced by Salvatori and concludes 
that the god is characterized as ‘brilliant’, and its name may therefore be related with 
Arm. Sant‘. Indeed, the lightning is not necessarily the crucial point in the 
comparison. 

As we have seen above, the basic meaning of Sant‘ may have been something like 
‘lightning-stroke; heavenly fire; demon striking (thunderbolt)’, etc. Furthermore, 
Luw. Santa is equated with Marduk, identified by Arameans with Baal of Tarsus 
and in the Hellenistic period is continued (Sandon/Sanda) as “mit dem Bogen 
bewaffneten” Herakles (see Haas 1994: 370-371, 408, 467, 468, 569-570; Hutter 
2003: 229). Santa, as also Yarri, is considered a god of war and pestilence armed 
with a bow, and he (written MARDUK) causes an epidemic, see Gurney 1977: 16, 
30, (for this reference I am indebted to Armen Petrosyan). A connection of Yarri 
with the Babylonian Erra (a god of war and pestilence) and with Apollo as archer 
has been suggested (see Gurney 1977: 165 with lit.). Apollo is a dragon-slayer 
archer, and he causes pestilence, too [Losev apud MifNarMir 1, 1980: 92-95]. 
Hence, the relation between an archer god (cf. Hayk = Orion, see 3.1.1-2, 3.1.4) and 
the devil-striking may be treated within this framework as well. Note also that Sanda 
can be compared with the Armenian dragon-slayer thunder-god Vahagn in that they 
both are equated with Herakles in the Hellenistic period. 
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In one of his papers on šant‘ and Santa, Greppin (1978-79: 10,0) mentions Hitt. 
Sant- ‘erzürnt’ (on which see Starke 1990: 5482029) in a footnote without any further 
comment. Hutter (2003: 228) points out that “as a war-god Santa can be dangerous 
to his enemies, and therefore it makes sense to derive his name as a participle from 
Sa(i)- ‘being angry”. I wonder if it may be brought into connection with Arm. 
Sant '/d and or Luw. Santa-. The semantic relationship between ‘furious, angry’ and 
‘fiery, hot, ignite’, which can also develop to *(heavenly) fire, shining; lightning’, is 
parallel to that of Arm. bark (q.v.). Theoretically, Anatol. *sant- ‘to be 
angry/furious’ could yield Arm. *sand-, and a deverbative noun in *-ti- might be 
responsible for the aspirated -r‘, thus: *sand-ti- > Sant‘, i-stem (cf. matt‘, etc., see 
2.1.22.13). Note that the suffix *-ti- remained productive also in recent stages of 
Armenian (see 2.3.1). 

Alternatively: bearing in mind the fiery connotation of Sant‘, one may revive the 
older etymology which brought sant‘ together with Gr. x&vóoapoc: &vpac ‘charcoal’ 
(Hesychius), Skt. cand- (also scand-) ‘to shine, glitter’, candrá- adj. ‘shining, light’, 
Lat. candor, -oris m. ‘dazzling whiteness, brightness; beauty; candour, brilliancy’, 
candeö ‘to be of brilliant whiteness, shine; to become/be hot’, etc. (Bugge 1893: 57). 
According to Hübschmann (1897: 479) this is uncertain. Acaryan (HAB 3: 494) 
rejects the etymology, stating that these words correspond to Arm. xand ‘a strong 
emotion (with love, mercy, envy or other passions)’ < *'burning' (q.v.). In view of 
pairs like xe? vs. set, etc. (cf. 2.1.18.1 and 2.1.22.3), the connection between xand 
and Sand/t‘ should not be ruled out. The vacillation -d/t‘ may be explained in a way 
described above: on the basis of the originally verbal *sand- ‘to burn (by 
lightning-stroke)’ a deverbative noun in *-ti- may have been formed. Thus, 
*sk'nd-ti- > Sant‘, i-stem. For the semantics, see also s.v. bark. 

If the basic meaning of Sant‘ was ‘stroke; lightning-stroke, thunderbolt’ rather 
than ‘burning (by lightning-stroke)’, the semantic relationship can be compared to 
that of PIE *per- ‘to hit, strike’ > ‘thunder’, cf. Lith. perti ‘to beat’, etc. — Ukr., 
Czech perun ‘thunder’, Slav. *Perunii ‘Thunder-god’, Lith. Perkünas ‘id.’, etc.; 
compare har(k)- ‘to beat, strike’, orot ‘thunder’ (q.v.). 


Conclusion: 

Arm. Sant‘, basically meaning ‘lightning-stroke, thunderbolt’ or ‘burning (by 
lightning-stroke)’ and referring also to devils, snakes and the like (originally, 
perhaps, to the mythological Thunder Dragon), may be compared with Luwian 
Santa, the “brilliant” one, a god of war (armed with a bow) which can cause 
pestilence and in the Hellenistic period is equated with Herakles. It seems more 
likely that the theonym derives from the appellative. If the existence of Armenian 
loans in Anatolian languages proves acceptable, the Luwian theonym may be treated 
as borrowed from Arm. Sant‘ ‘lightning-stroke; heavenly fire’. This would imply 
that Arm. Sant‘ was deified by the Armenians in the 2™ and 1* millennia BC. In the 
period of the Iranian influx, the Armenian god *Sant‘ has been replaced by Vahagn 
which subsequently, exactly like Luwian Santa, was identified with Herakles. The 
appellative sant‘ itself may be of PIE origin, although the etymological details are 
not entirely clear. 
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Set ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’, Sedem ‘to crook’, Selim ‘to go astray’ (derivatives: 
Selic', Setut‘iwn, etc.). Mostly late attestations. First attested in ar(-i)-Set 
*sloping(ly), crooked(ly)' (Bible+). 
eDIAL Polis, Axalc'xa se? [HAB 3: 508a; Aéaryan 1941: 235]; Moks sex ‘slanting, 
skew’, Sex-d-k’a° ‘obliquely’ (SexáK' 2^ ert ‘al ‘to go obliquely’) [Orbeli 2002: 301]. In 
view of the Moks £', it seems that the second component, namely *&'2', represents 
the hypothetical *gi- ‘to go’. More probably, however, Sex-d-k’a’ reflects the 
Modern Armenian šełaki ‘obliquely’ (see Malxaseanc‘ HBB 3: 510c), and the Hi 
erroneous or of other nature. 
eETYM Together with xe? ‘mutilated, lame; sore (eye); crooked (also morally); 
abominable’, dial. *xe/- ‘to become spoilt, undisciplined; to make silly jokes; to 
scoff, ridicule grimacing’; šil ‘squint-eyed’, dial. ‘mad’, Larabat ‘mistake’, *sil 
anknel ‘to be mistaken, confused; to err’;*sat- [127 cent.; dial.) ‘to err, to be 
mistakenn, confused; to see badly; to become spoiled (of milk)’; sxal ‘mistake, 
failure; crime’, sxalem, sxalim ‘to err, be mistaken; to stumble; to fail, miss’ 
(Bible+; widespread in the dialects) (see s.vv.), connected with Lat. scelus, GSg 
sceleris n. ‘misdeed, crime’; Gr. oxéAog n. ‘leg (from the hip downwards)’, oxeAAóc 
*crook-legged', oxoAióc “wicked, crooked’; Skt. skhalati ‘to stumble, stammer, fail’, 
MPers. skarwidan, NPers. sikarfidan ‘to stumble, stagger’; Olc. skjalgr, OHG 
scelah 'squint-eyed', etc. (Bugge 1893: 57; HAB 2: 356; 3: 490a, 508a, 517a; on 
*sx-, see Meillet 1903a: 18; on Iran. *skarf- “to stumble’, see Cheung 2007: 346- 
347). The original meaning would be ’Krümmung, Biegung’ (see Frisk, s.v.). 
Acaryan (HAB 2: 490-491) also compares, albeit with some reservation, with kał 
‘lame’, Stef ‘crooked’ (q.v.). The alternation x : k, however, does not apply normally 
to native words. The meaning ‘mistake’ of Larabat of sil is remarkable since it 
combines the form Sil (‘squint-eyed’) with the semantics of sxal (cf. Jahukyan 1972: 
292; 1987: 278) Elsewhere, Jahukyan (1987: 148) separates šil ‘squint-eyed’ 
(grouped with se? ‘crooked’, etc.) from Larabat šil, connecting the latter only with 
Arm. sxal and Skt. skhalati. This is improbable. 

If the etymology is accepted, we must reconstruct a root *skA;el-, in view of Skt. 
skh- and Arm. sx- (see Schrijver 1991: 433; cf. also Kortlandt 2003: 1, 6, 31), as 
well as Arm. 3-. According to Olsen (1999: 195, 813), Arm. šil ‘squint-eyed’ is a 
vrddhi derivative *skelo- or *skeli-. Given the possible reconstruction with an 
internal laryngeal, one might alternatively suggest an ablaut form *skeh,/-. In this 
case, the initial š- would be analogical after se? and others, if the š- in these forms is 
from *skH-. 

According to another etymology, Arm. sxalim and Skt. skhálati belong to a 
different root, namely Sek bei (or *sg" f „el-, Cheung 2007: 347 with ref.), together 
with Gr. oQóAAo ‘to overthrow, bring down’; Gr. ogé4Aopar ‘to fall, to stumble, be 
mistaken’ (see Hübschmann 1897: 490-491"?9?: HAB 4: 224-225; Xaéaturova 1979: 
365; Klingenschmitt 1982: 144, 169; Viredaz 2005: 91). Sometimes an exclusively 
Armeno-Indoaryan isogloss is suggested, see Pokorny 1959: 929; fahukyan 1987: 
148; Olsen 1999: 195362; Beekes 2003; 169, 202, 211. Beekes (op. cit. 202) notes: 
“very doubtful Gr. o9óAAc, which would require -k"-“. It is uncertain, however, 
whether the outcome of PIE *s&"H- would be distinct from that of *skH-. 
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The twofold development of *skH- as Arm. $- and sx- is puzzling. Jahukyan 
(1987: 192) assumes that *skh- yielded Arm. š- before front vowels, and sx- 
elsewhere. Olsen (1999: 195362) only speaks of the development *sk- (unaspirated) > 
š- before a front vowel. Kortlandt (2003: 10) mentions se? (with Gr. ox£Aoc, etc.) in 
his list of words that represent the regular palatalization. However, the normal 
outcome of *ske/i- is Arm. *c‘e/i- (see 2.1.22.3; also Beekes 2003: 179, 198). I 
therefore assume the following distribution: *skV- > Arm. *c'V- vs. *skHV- > *sk^ V- 
> Arm. *$V-. Arm. sxalim is the only case demonstrating the development *sk’'- > 
Arm. sx-, and, therefore, may be an old Aryan borrowing (see Jahukyan 1987: 192). 
In page 551, Jahukyan (op. cit.) places this case in Iranian context. The Iranian 
forms, however, have an initial sk- (see above), so the best solution is the one 
suggested by Xaécaturova (1979: 365-367, 370, 375), who treats sxalim as a loan 
from the Indo-Aryan language of Near East. It is interesting to note that Vogt (1938: 
333) compares Skt. skhálate and Arm. sxalim to Georg.-Zan *sxal- : sx] (on which 
see Klimov 1964: 167, comparing with PIE *(s)lei-d"- ‘slippery, to slide’, Pokorny 
1959: 960-961). Klimov (1993: 32) rejects any dependence from Armenian since the 
Kartvelian Armenisms are ascribed to a period not earlier than 7-6" cent. BC. This 
presumption has to be proven, however. 

The distribution *kH > Arm. x vs. *skH > Arm. š, reflected in the pair xe? and set, 
can be corroborated by xayt ‘/xét /xit' vs. šit“ ‘to bite’ (see s.vv.). 

The problem of se — sil is different from that of ase!n / *asiln (GSg astan), etc., 
since neither se? nor xe? appear in vocalism -i-. Note also the alternation 7-/. 

Since the semantic field here is *crooked, twisting, bending’ (also referring to 
body parts), one may derive Arm. s/(n)-i ‘neck’ (q.v.) from *sil- ‘twisting’; see also 
3.7.2. 

See also s.v. šišał ‘a kind of demon’. 


$erep‘, o-stem (only ISg serep-o-v in Geoponica, 13" cent.) ‘ladle’. 

A few late attestations and derivatives. With an unaspirated -p- in Geoponica. 
Can this be supported by the loan into Laz /Serepi/? In Yaysmawurk‘: printed -b-; cf. 
on Mus and Alaskert below. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects with an aspirated -p‘; in Mus and Alaskert one 
finds GSg serb'i next to NSg serep‘, see HAB 3: 511a. Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 
1958 vacat. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded by Aéatyan (HAB 3: 511a). Jahukyan 
(1967: 261) connects to Russ. cerep ‘scull’, Cerpat‘ ‘to scoop, draw, ladle (out), 
cerpak ‘scoop, ladle’, etc. from PIE *(s)ker-p- ‘to chop, cut’ (see s.v. k'er-, k'er-b-, 
k'er-p'- ‘to scratch, chop, carve’). The comparison is interesting, but the 
phonological details are unclear. Later he (Jahukyan 1990: 71, sem. field 5) 
considered the word to be of unknown origin. 

The initial š- instead of c - or k -, as well as the final en" might argue in favour 
of substratum origin: *sK'erep"-; see also s.vv. šert, Se/ér. However, the derivation 
from PIE *(s)ker-p- might be possible if one assumes initial metathesis*sk- > *ks- 
and ruki-rule (see 2.1.12). Thus: *kser-ep'- > serep‘. In either case, the -ep‘ can be 
compared with another tool-name, namely Safap‘ ‘borer, gimlet’. Note the 
dependence of the vowel before *p^ upon the root vowel: ser-ep' vs. Sat-ap‘ (cf. 
2.1.23). 
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The root may be identical with se/er ; thus: ladle made of storax-wood. 


šert, i-stem: GDPI Sert-i-c‘ (3 Kings 18.34) ‘split wood, piece of wood, splinter’, 
attested in 3 Kings 18.33-38 (a few times, rendering Gr. oxiöad ‘id.’); later also 
‘slice of cheese, etc.’, and sertem ‘to slice’. 
eDIAL The forms sert ‘slice’ and Sertel ‘to slice, split, break’ are present in several 
dialects: Ararat, Mus, AlaSkert, Tigranakert, Svedia, Moks, etc. [HAB 3: 512]. 
eETYM See s.v. *c 'it- ‘to cut, split, scratch’. 


Ser, Ser ‘storax-tree’, possibly also *manna-ash'. 

The only classical attestation is found in Genesis 30.37 [Zeyt'unyan 1985: 286]: 
Ew ar Yakob gawazan Ser (vars. Ser, šert, ššēr, er) dalar ew ankuzi ew sawswoy ew 
keleweac' znosa Yakob, ew elew spitak, ew ek'erc zdalarn i gawazanac'n, ew 
erewer i gawazansn spitakn, zor k'ercoyr, nkaren : “Then Jacob took fresh rods of 
poplar and almond and plane, and peeled white streaks in them, exposing the white 
of the rods" (RevStBible). 

The relevant part of the Greek text reads: pafdov otuparivnv XAwpav Kai 
kapvivnv kai miaravov “a fresh/green rod of storax-tree, and of nut-tree, and of 
plane-tree". Arm. ser renders Gr. ottpaé, -Akog 'storax-tree, Styrax officinalis; the 
fragrant gum-resin of the storax-tree’. 

In Yaysmawurk', the Biblical passage is rephrased as follows: Arnul p 'ayt dalar 
ankuzi, usi ew sösi. Acatyan (HAB 3: 606b) points out that usi does not have a 
correspondent form here and is therefore unknown. This is somewhat surprising 
because the collation of the set ser ` ankuzi ` sawsi with ankuzi : usi : sösi points to 
identification ser = usi, although the order is not the same. See s.v. usi. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 510b. 

I wonder if somehow related with the first component of sérxist (Amirdovlat‘ 
Amasiac‘i) or Sirixist (Mxit'ar Herac‘i) ‘manna’ [Seidel 1908: 210-211; HAB 3: 
515b; S. Vardanjan 1990: 346, $ 2206; MijHayBar 215a, 217a]. It has been assumed 
that Pers. Sir-xi/ust ‘manna’ is composed of Xurasani ksiru ‘a tree resembling the 
ash’ and vxist ‘gum’ [Seidel 1908: 210-211; HAB 3: 515b]. 

If this is accepted, one can compare Arm. Ser ‘storax-tree’ with ksiru “*ash-tree’, 
The association can easily be explained by two factors: (1) both the storax-tree and 
the ash-tree have valuable wood of which spears or other implements are made, cf. 
Gr. otüpaé, -Akog ‘storax-tree’ which also refers to ‘spike at the lower end of a 
spear-shaft'; on 'ash-tree' > 'spear, handle, shaft’, see s.vv. hac'i, hoyn, espec. 
melex; note also Arm. Ser-ep' ‘ladle’ which can derive from ser/ser- ‘storax-tree’; 
(2) Gr. otvpaé ‘storax-tree’ produces fragrant gum-resin, and Gr. ueñia ‘manna ash’ 
is etymologically and/or mythologically related with uci: ‘honey; sweet gum 
collected from certain trees, manna’ (see s.v. metex “handle of an axe"). See also s.v. 
usi/*hosi. 

*Sit‘(-) ‘bite; wound’, the oldest attestation comes from Sit‘-of ‘biting’ (present 
participle), in homilies attributed to Yovhannés Mandakuni (5" cent.) or Yovhannés 
Mayragomec‘i (7" cent.). “Vark‘ haranc*" (Paterica) has sit -oZ, as well as sit'eal 
‘bitten’. The latter is rendered in Bargirk' hayoc‘ by hareal ‘struck; bitten’ (see 
Amalyan 1975: 249"), This (late) medieval dictionary also has the only evidence 
for the noun sit‘, rendered as c ‘aw aytuc ‘eal, literally: “pain swollen" (see Amalyan 
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1975: 249™"!"),1 The noun šit‘ has been preserved in the dialect of Larabat (see 
below). Combining the evidence from Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ with that of the dialect of 
Larabat one may represent the semantics of sit‘ as *‘pain of a (swollen) wound’. 
Aristakés Lastivertc‘i (UI cent.) has sit-oc ‘ ‘bite (of a bee)’. 

@DIAL Preserved only in the dialect of Larabat: sit‘ ‘the warmth of a wound’ [HAB 
3: 516b], see above. 

eETYM NHB (s.v.) seems to identify with xayt'em. Aéatyan (HAB 3: 516b) 
mentions only this, leaving the origin of the word open. 

In view of the alternation š- / x- (see s.vv. Sel, xet, etc.), one may indeed connect 
with xayt'em ‘to bite (of insects and snakes)’ and, especially, its ablaut form xit‘, 
o-stem ‘pain, colic, twinge’ (see s.v.). Note that *sit‘(-) “bite; wound’ practically 
combines the meanings of xayt'em and xit‘, and sit-oc' ‘bite (of a bee)’ goes 
parallel with xayt ‘-oc‘ ‘bite, sting’. 


Sil ‘squint-eyed’; §l-anam ‘to become squint-eyed’ (both Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in the meaning ‘squint-eyed’. In Larabat: šil 
‘mistake; disorder’, *sil anknel ‘to be mistaken, confused; to err’. In some other 
dialects — ‘mad’: Juta [HAB 3: 517a; T. Abgarean 1966: 94]; Metri [Alayan 1954: 
322]. Illustrations from Larabat/Goris, e.g. in HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 464, lines 10, -1 
(‘disorder, confusion’). 

Among new dialectal words, Acaryan (HAB 3: 517a) mentions verbal šluil ‘to 
become squint-eyed’, and adj. sil-ti, sil-t-ik, SI-t-ik *squint-eyed'. The latter form is 
found in Bafgirk‘ hayoc‘ and in the dialects of Ararat and T‘iflis [Acarean 1913: 
831b]. In some dialects the -t- is voiced: Larabat sildi, Sulaver sildik [Aéatean 1913: 
829a], Ararat and Lalt‘até‘1 sldik [Amatuni 1912: 515b]. For the voicing cf. also 
Larabat, Agulis ?7/di(k) ‘tickle’, if from *xtl-i > *xtl-i > *xlt-i (see s.v. Zil ‘to 
tickle’). 

I wonder if *sil-ti can be viewed as a deverbative formation in -ti (see 2.3.1). 
eETYM See s.v. se? ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’. 


Siay-k‘, in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (see Amalyan 1975: 249^), silayk' is rendered by 
ays-k' ‘demons’. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 518a) takes silsay as the NSg form and compares it with 
Syriac sılasa ‘weasel, marten’, without any conclusion and further remarks. This 
would make sense if one takes into account the superstitious association of the 
weasel with the devils (see Ananyan, HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 163-164; see also s.v. 
*C‘asum). However, the word šišał ‘a kind of demon’ (q.v.) newly found by L. 
Hovhannisyan (1987: 131; 1991a: 151-152; 2000a: 218) in the homilies of Eusebius 
of Emesa and Ephrem Asori sheds new light on silsay-k“. 

The form Si#‘ayk ‘ should be interpreted as a metathesized collective form of šišał 

in -ay-k' (see s.vv. darbin ‘smith’ - darbn-ay-k'; angt-ay-k‘ ‘sea-monster’ or ‘eel, 
siren, Nymphe-Snake’). Thus: sis(a)l-ay-k' 7 *sist-ay-k' > silsayk '. 


SiSat ‘a kind of demon’, not in dictionaries. The word has been found by L. 
Hovhannisyan (1987: 131; 1991a: 151-152; 2000a: 218) in the homilies of Eusebius 


105 Ataryan (HAB 3: 516b) cites it as Sit ‘ac ‘aw: aytuc 'eal, but the critical edition of Amalyan 
(1975) helps to clarify the gloss. 
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of Emesa and Ephrem Asori. The passages read respectively: Zdews halaceac ‘ 
zšišałs xroveac' “(he) drove away the devils, harassed the šišał-s”; Ew ařnun 
zmarminn surb: uten zhasteays ənd šišałs ew ənd surbs zsrbut'iwnn “And they take 
the holy body: (they) eat the hasteay-s with šišał-s and the holiness with saints”. For 
the form šiłšay-k‘, see s.v. 

eETYM No acceptable etymology is known to me (see also s.v. Silsayk ^). 

In my opinion, sisat is a reduplicated form of the root *sat- (< PIE *skHI-) ‘to err, 
to be mistakenn, confused; to see badly’, cf. se? ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’, seem 
‘to crook’, sefim ‘to go astray’, xe? ‘mutilated, lame; sore (eye); crooked (also 
morally); abominable’, dial. *xe/- ‘to become spoilt, undisciplined; to make silly 
jokes; to scoff, ridicule grimacing’, sil ‘squint-eyed’, dial. ‘mistake; mad’ (see 
especially s.vv. se? and satim). The type of reduplication is identical with that found 
in cicat ‘laugh’, cicarn ‘swallow’, etc. (see s.vv.). The semantic development 
involved here can be represented as ‘crooked, abominable, erroneous, or crazy 
words/things; crookedness’ > ‘crooked, abominable person’ (typologically cf. katak 
‘play, ridicule, joke’, which in P‘awstos Buzand 3.19 refers to ‘buffoon’; see also 
s.v. catracu). For the semantic field cf. molim ‘to become mad’ (Bible+), mol-or-im 
‘to err, to be confused, mistaken; to become mad’ (Bible+), in the dialect of Svedia 
‘to see badly’, moli ‘a kind of sorcerer’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i), etc. (see s.v. *mol-). 


Sl(n)i, probably *šil, GDPI šəl-a-c‘ ‘neck’, a MidArm. word in forms of s/ni, GDSg 
SIn-oy, slli, pl. SIni-k‘ (API Slin-s and Slin-k‘-s, GDPI SInic‘), sli-k‘ (GDPI Sech, 
Slnestan, etc. [HAB 3: 522b; Lazaryan/Avetisyan, MijHayBar 2, 1992: 218]; on 
SInestan, prob. collective, see Weitenberg 1997: 330. 

Here must belong also GDPI sal-ac‘, found in a competition-joke by Nerses 
Snorhali (12" cent., Cilicia): Brnem Salac ‘d ew tam olor *(May) I take (subj.) your 
neck and twist it” [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 342™!°]. 

The form 3//i (also widespread in the dialects) comes from s/ni. The nasalless 
forms sli-k‘, slec' (apparently from *$leac ), and Salac‘ seem to be old rather than 
simplifications of the geminate -//-. Theoretically, one may reconstruct *sil or *Sul 
(a-stem, cf. Sal-a-c‘, with subsequent reshaping as of n-stem (cf. synonymous ul-n 
‘neck’, q.v.), as well as -i-k ' formations based on both *s/- and *S/-n-. 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects: šli (Akn), slink‘, sllink', sllik‘, SInis (Rivola), etc. 
‘neck’ [HAB 3: 522b], Bulanex Salak‘ [S. Movsisyan 1972: 71a]. Interesting is 
Hamsen snlik', Snlink ‘face’ [Aéatyan 1947: 73, 248]; for the metathesis, see 
2.1.26.3. Aéatyan (HAB 4: 658a) describes the meaning of Bulanox Salak‘ as 
follows: “the lower part of the occiput, that is already the back" (thus: “the upper 
part of the neck” in HAB 3: 522b and in S. Movsisyan 1972: 71a seems to be 
erronous). 

eETYM A connection with Lat. collum, collus ‘neck’ is suggested in NHB 2: 480a 
and Jahukyan 1967: 262. Aéatyan (HAB 3: 522b) mentions the assumption of NHB 
not accepting it, and adds no further notes or etymologies. 

I propose to reconstruct a PArm. *sil- ‘crooked, twisting (body part)’ and relate it 
with Sil, etc.; see s.vv. Sel, šil, and, for the semantics, 3.7.2. 


Sun, GDSg san, NPI sun-k‘, GDPI san-c ' ‘dog; adulterer, adulteress, whore’ (Bible+). 
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Interesting are pl. sn-ui (a reading variant in Eusebius of Caesarea, see NHB 2: 
486c; HAB 3: 534a with ref.) and MidArm. svin ‘dog’ in Fables of Vardan Aygekc‘i, 
12-13" cent. (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 225b). On the asterism ‘Dog-Star’, see below. 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 535a]. 

Remarkable is Kurd-P‘alan (Nikomidia) šəvən [HAB 3: 535a]. Note also Dersim 
Sun, Mirak‘ sun, pl. sav-di, sav-ni [Batramyan 1960: 95b]. On this form, on sun in 
folk-games and on *Dog-Star', see below. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 2: 490b; de Lagarde 1854: 27-5: for more references, see 
HAB 3: 534), derived from PIE *kuon-‘dog’: Skt. $ván- m., NSg. sva, AccSg 
svanam, GSg Stinas, $ván- f. ‘dog’, YAv. span-, Lat. canis m.f., Gr. to, GSg. 
kvvog ‘dog’, Olr. cu, GSg. con, Lith. sud, OPr. sunis, songos (Euler 1985: 85), etc., 
see Hübschmann 1987: 480; Pokorny 1959: 632-633; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
674-675; Mallory/Adams 1997: 168. 

Arm. skund ‘dog’ (11" cent.+) is usually considered to belong here, too. One may 
assume the following distribution: un « *Suun < PIE *kuon and skund ‘dog, puppy’ 
< *kuon-to/a-. For a discussion, other proposals and references, see Lidén 1911: 
381-385; Bonfante 1937: 21; Pisani 1950: 172; Jahukyan 1982: 69, 75, 134, 218107, 
218-219,08;1987: 134. Further see 2.1.21 and s.v. skund ‘dog, puppy’. 

Godel (1975: 85) points out that “the oblique case stem San- is the outcome of 
some unknown analogical process”. One may assume that the original genitive 
*Kun-ós (the Armenian reflex of which would be identical with the nominative sun) 
has been reshaped as *ku,n-6s analogically after the nominative sun < *suun < PIE 
*Kuón; note also ISg *san-b < *kun-b"i. For a discussion, see Jahukyan 1959: 175; 
1982: 108; Schindler 1975: 55; de Lamberterie 1978: 263105; Greppin 1984: 92-95; 
Stempel 1993 < 1987: 150-151; Olsen 1999: 133-134; Matzinger 2005: 71333). A 
similar explanation may be assumed for jiwn ‘snow’, tun ‘house’, etc. Compare also 
the problem of Lat. canis ‘dog’ (see Schrijver 1991: 461). 

Arm. dial. Kurd-P'alan (Nikomidia) šəvən has been treated as an archaic form 
(Jahukyan 1972: 273; 1985: 157; 1987: 254); note also MidArm. švin and dial. 
Dersim pl. sav-ni (see above). It is tempting to assume a relic of an old intermediary 
form *suwn- or a relation with e.g. Skt. svan-. 

On Nostratic *KüjnA ‘wolf, dog’, see Illi¢-Svityé 1971: 361-362; Ivanov 1977: 
206; Manaster Ramer 1997: 90-91; Bomhard 2008, 2: 416-417. A comparison 
between the PIE term and Old Chinese koo? ‘small dog’, keen? ‘dog’ has been 
proposed (Zhou Jixu 2002: 3''?; 2003: 8™°!, a discussion on 8-9). The Germanic 
forms with a dental (Goth. hunds, OFris. hund "dog" are linked with OChin. 
*koond, *koon? ‘big dog’ [Zhou Jixu 2003: SL 


Culturological excursus 

Arm. pl. sn-u/wi comes from dual (see Jahukyan 1987: 375). Originally it may 
have referred to the two dogs of the Dying-Rising God (compare the two dogs 
Zangi-Zrangi, arlez-s, etc.), cf. Skt. dual svanau, referring to the two dogs of Yama 
in RV X.14.10-12 (see Ivanov 1977: 189, with a Germanic parallel). 

The asterism Sn-astl, lit. *dog-star', mentioned by Anania Sirakac'i in the list of 
stars or constellations which indicate zanjrewac‘ sastkut'iwn “abundance of rains” 
(A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 331-5, must be identified with Sirius, the star of Orion's 
dog (see Scherer 1953: 109-116); note also dimin. Sn-ik (Alitan 1910: 137-138). 
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This asterism is also present in modern dialects. According to Mkrtumjan 1974: 78b, 
Syunik* Sani ast? refers to ‘Polar star’. 

In folk-games Sun refers to a playing dice (stone), see Aéafean 1913: 840-841; 
Bdoyan, HayZotXat 3, 1983: 204-205, 209; HayLezBrbBat 4, 2007: 290a. 
Combining this to the dialectal expression san baxt uni ‘he/she is very successful’, 
lit. ‘has a dog’s fortune’ (HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 295a), one may think of a 
comparison with Skt. (RV+) sva-ghnin- ‘winning player, winner in the dice-game’, a 
derivative of *sva-ghn-a- ‘slaying of the dog’ (Ivanov 1977: 199-201, with parallels 
from other IE traditions; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 5915; Falk 1986: 100-101, 
108-111, 188; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 674). 


Sunc‘, o-stem: GDSg snc -o-y, ISg 5nc -o-v, GDPI 3nc -o-c' (Bible); i-stem: GDPI 
Snc -i-c' (Plato) ‘breath; soul, person; blowing, wind’ (Bible+); $nc'em ‘to breathe, 
blow’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 535b]. Some of them (Polis, Karin, 
Ararat, Mus, etc.) display forms with initial s-, which is due to dissimilation §...¢‘ > 
5.6%, 

eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 3: 535b) treats Sund‘ as an onomatopoeic word composed of 

š- and the suffix -nc' which is frequent in onomatopoeic words. 

Though this is basically correct, the connection with cognate forms should not be 
excluded, cf. Skt. svasiti ‘to hiss, pant, snort’, Lith. svanksti ‘to wheeze’, OIc. hvceesa 
‘to hiss, snort’. For a discussion, see Meillet 1898: 278; Pedersen 1905: 198 = 1982: 
60; Lidén 1911: 385; Grammont 1918: 252; Pokorny 1959: 632; Klingenschmitt 
1982: 69; Ravnes 1991: 147, 166;; Olsen 1999: 1655; for Sanskrit, see Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 677. On the anlaut, see also 2.1.21. 

The Armenian root is perhaps *su- rather than *s-. The words ssu-nj and ššu-k 
‘whisper’ can be regarded as reduplicated forms of *su- containing -nj (see s.v. 
munj- ‘to mutter, murmur’) and the diminutive -(u)k, respectively. 


O 


*o- interrogative indefinite pronoun (cf. o ok‘, etc. Agat‘angetos+), gen. o-yr, dat. u- 
m, abl. y-um(m)-e, plur. nom. oy-k‘, gen.-dat. oy-c‘ ‘who’; o-v uninflected ‘who’, 
also ov ok‘ ‘who, which person’; o-r, gen. or-o-y, dat. or-um, abl. y-or-m-é, instr. or- 
o-v, plur. gen.-dat. or-o-c ‘, instr. or-o-v-k' ‘which’; o-v uninflected ‘who’; o-k*, gen. 
u-r-u-k‘, dat. u-m-e-k‘, abl. y-umek‘-é (plural is based on omn) ‘someone, a person’; 
y-0, a prepositional accusative-allative ‘where to’ 

All the forms are widely attested since the earliest stage of Classical Armenian. 

A remarkable textual illustration abounding in these and other pronominal forms 
is found in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.3 (1913=1991: 11-5 Thomson 1978: 69-70): erkar 
ew Sahawor gorcov zazgis meroy kargel zpatmut'iwnn CSdiw, zt'agaworac'n ew 
znaxararakanac‘ azgac‘ ew tohmic‘, t'€e óv yumme, ew zinc‘ iwrak'anc'iwr ok‘ i 
noc‘ané gorceac', ew ov ok‘ i c'elic's oroseloc' antani ew merazneay, ew óyk' 
omank*' ekk‘ antanec 'ealk' ew meraznac 'ealk' : “to write the history of our nation in 
a long and useful work, to deal accurately with the kings and the princely clans and 
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families: who descended from whom, what each one of them did, which of the 
various tribes are indigenous and native and which are of foregn origin but 
naturalized”. 

eDIAL The forms ov and or are ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 572a, 575a]. The 
‘pure’ form *(h)o has only been preserved in Larabat hu ‘who’ and Nor Naxijewan 
rural vo, only in vo gina ‘who knows?’ [HAB 3: 549a]. ACaryan (HAB 3: 571-572) 
points out that the Larabat pair hu before a consonant vs. huv before a vowel reflects 
the original distribution of the OArm. forms o and ov. In Alaskert and Mus, ov ‘who’ 
has been replaced by v/wor [HAB 3: 549a]. 

Satax, Moks, Mus vir, and Metri hür ‘whose’ reflect ClArm. oyr (see M. 
Muradyan 1962: 121 and 1982: 154 with the whole Satax and Moks paradigms; 
Weitenberg 1986: 91, 97, 99 with paradigms and an extensive discussion). Also 
Larabat has hür ‘whose, whom’, see textual illustrations in Grigoryan-Spandaryan 
1971: 24"! (hür heti ‘for whom?’), 326 (hur ‘to whom?’), 331"'* (hür ci ‘whose 
horse?’), 331°"! (hür ‘to whom?"). 

The form omn has been preserved in Juta mi vomn ‘someone’ [HAB 3: 559b; 
Aéarean 1940: 380]. 

The form ok‘ has not been preserved independently. It is reflected in the 
following forms: T‘iflis ok min, metathesized amk‘in, Ararat ok'min, metathesized 
ok'nim « ok‘ min “someone, a person’; Juta vorok‘ < or ok‘ ‘whichever’; Sebastia 
več‘ vek“ < oč‘ ok‘ ‘nobody’; cf. also Agulis uxman, uhman, uman, Mei unk‘en, 
etc., probably blends of ok '(-min) and omn [HAB 3: 620b]. 

ClArm. y-o "where to’ is reflected in Svedia yea ‘where to’ (see HAB 3: 549a, 
613b; Aéaryan 2003: 581; in Andreasyan 1967: 376, yeu). 
eETYM Usually derived from PIE *&"o-; for the Armenian material, an etymological 
discussion and references, see HAB 3: 548-549, 559b, 571-572, 574-575, 620. More 
probably, however, it reflects PIE *io-. For o-r cf. Goth. var ‘where’, etc. (Meillet 
1927b). For a further philological and etymological discussion and for the problem 
of the initial h-, see s.vv. i- “thing, what’, ur ‘where’. 


ozni, ea-stem (only GDP ozne-a-c‘ in Vardan Barjrberdc‘i, 13-14" cent.) ‘hedgehog’ 
(Bible+). Arm. ozni renders Gr. yivog ‘hedgehog’ in the Bible and in Hexaemeron 
(K. Muradyan 1984: 298"'*, glossed in 376a). Later: kozni ‘id.’ (Vkayabanut iwn S. 
Yovsimiosi). 

In the late medieval dictionary Bargirk' hayoc' we find xozni glossed by kozni 
(Amalyan 1975: 144"?"') This form is hardly erroneous since it stands in its 
alphabetically correct place, and there are no reading variants. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, in many of them with the diminutive suffix -ik 
[HAB 3: 550a]. 

Some eastern dialects display forms with an initial k-: Agulis közni, kuzni 
[Atarean 1935: 381], Tavus kuzni ‘hedgehog’ [Xemé&‘yan 2000: 222b ?*1. Larabat 
közni, Lazax kuz, Juta konjni, Loti kunjina, etc., as well as kuzni in Sarafean 1788 
apud HAB 3: 550a. Aéafyan (1935: 149; HAB 3: 550a) explains the initial k- 
through metathesis from diminutive ozni-k (note Samaxi kuznig’, with both the 
prothetic k- and the diminutive -ik), which is unconvincing. Jahukyan (1972: 272; 
1985: 157) suggests that the initial k- and x- represent an Indo-European laryngeal, 
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which is lost everywhere. For a discussion of this highly improbable view, sec the 
etymological section. 

I think the forms ko/uzni and xozni are due to contamination with other 
‘culturally’ related animal names, viz. kuz ‘marten’ (cf. especially Lazax kuz 
‘hedgehog’, formally identical with kuz ‘marten’; for similar suggestions, see 
Musheghian 2000: 64; Ervandyan 2007: 35), and xoz, koč- ‘pig’. One important 
reason for the association with the marten could be the fact that the marten and its 
close relatives, such as the polecat and the weasel, like the hedgehog, kill 
(poisonous) snakes (see Ananyan HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 162, 166). As to the pig, 
compare Pahl. xükar(ag) ‘hedgehog’ from xag ‘pig’ [MacKenzie 1971: 94], English 
hedgehog vs. hog, etc. 

Note also a widespread Armenian proverb: “They put the head of the pig on the 
table, but it rolled down and fell into the garbage"; “The head of a pig will not stay 
on a carpet/rug" [Lanalanyan 1960: 46a]. In the Ararat, Agulis, and Larabal versions 
of this proverb we find *kozni ‘hedgehog’ instead of xoz ‘pig’ [Amatuni 1912: 351a; 
Lanalanyan 1960: 46b]. This proverb is present in Tavus with both xoz ‘pig’ and 
kuzni ‘hedgehog’, see Xemč‘yan 2000: 221b"'5** and 222b"?5. respectively". 

As to the vocalism of the Agulis and Larabat forms, Acaryan 1899: 84 notes the 
absence of o- > vae- in Larabat which would imply that the k- is old; otherwise we 
would have *kaézni. But this cannot explain the Agulis vocalism. Acafyan 1935: 70 
points out that the expected forms of *kozni or (k-)ozni in Agulis would be *ka/äzni 
or *kezni. In the dialect of Agulis the accented u in monosyllabic and dissyllabic 
words regularly yields > (sometimes u), cf. kupr ‘tar’ > kopr, mut‘ ‘dark’ > mat‘, 
mukn ‘mouse’ > mokna, nurn ‘pomegranate’ > norna, urag ‘adze’? > órag', urax 
‘happy’ > órax, unim ‘to have’ > onim, uri ‘willow’ > ori, utel ‘to eat’ > ótil, etc. (see 
Aéafean 1935: 72, 76-77). This holds also for Larabat (see Davt'yan 1966: 41-42). 
Hence, in my opinion, Agulis and Larabat kdzni, kuzni reflects *kuzni, which 
corroborates the association with kuz ‘marten’. 

Some dialects display forms with an affricate j-: AlaSkert ocni, Mus ajni [HAB 3: 
550a] and Bulanax ajni [S. Movsisyan 1972: 72b, cf. 52a]; or -nj-: Moks wonjna 
[Ataryan 1952: 285; Orbeli 2002: 339], Juta konjni, Loti kunjina, etc. [HAB 3: 
550a]. 

According to Aéatyan (1940: 72, 101), uła konjni does not directly come from 
ClArm. ozni but reflects an old dialectal by-form. A similar view is expressed by 
Jahukyan 1972: 272 who assumes an IE by-form with a ‘supplementary’ -n-. At the 
first glance this seems true since the development -nzn- > -njn- is more difficult than 
the opposite (cf. e.g. sinj-n ‘sorb, service-berry, haw’ < Larabat sézna, etc.). 
However, this is not sufficient enough to consider konjni archaic because such 
developments are often ambiguous, and the other features, viz. the nasal anticipation 
(cf. Jahukyan 1972: 272) and the prothetic k- are certainly recent. The affricate -j- 
may be explained by the influence of awj = öj ‘snake’, which is particularly clear 
from Mus, etc. ajni. For the association of the hedgehog with the snake, see the 
etymological section. 


106 There is yet another variant, with hot ‘is ‘dung-beetle’ (Xemé‘yan 2000: 2226), 
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Lexicographers record a plant-name oznkan, which is represented in HAB 3: 
550b without an etymology. I wonder whether this derives from dial. *oznik 
‘hedgehog’ (cf. Van voznik, gen. vozankan or voznakan, see Aéatyan 1952: 126; 
Sérenc* VanSaz 2, 1899: 100'°), compare the Greek plant-name éyiviov derived from 
&xivog ‘hedgehog’. 
eETYM Since long (NHB, Pictet, etc., see HAB 3: 550a), connected with the word 
for ‘hedgehog’: Gr. &yivos m. ‘hedgehog; sea-urchin’, Phryg. ec ‘hedgehog’, Lith. 
ezys ‘hedgehog’, Russ. éz ‘id.’, OHG igil ‘id.’, Oss. wyzyn/uzun ‘hedgehog’, etc., see 
Hübschmann 1877: 25; 1897: 481; HAB 3: 549-550; Pokorny 1959: 292. For Oss. 
wyzyn/uzun, see Cheung 2002: 245. 

Arm. ozni has been derived from *ozini (Hiibschmann 1899: 46), with 
intervocalic *ó^ > Arm. z (see Clackson 1994: 107). One may also assume that the 
change of *-¢"- to -z- is regular in intervocalic position and before a nasal (see 
Meillet 1896b: 54, with ozni as an example of *-jn- > -zn-). For a further discussion 
on this issue and on the Armenian vocalism, see Considine 1978-79: 357; Greppin 
1988-89: 479; Ravnzs 1991: 11, 38); Olsen 1999: 508-509. The prot-form would be 
*n,og"iniio-s (Matzinger 2005: 20) or, perhaps better, *h,o¢"i-Hn-ieh>-, with the 
‘Hoffmann-suffix’ *-Hn-. Olsen 1999: 508 assumes a diminutive *-(i)A ;no-, which is 
uncertain. Clackson (1994: 124) points out that the */-suffix of Germanic may have 
replaced an earlier *n-suffix, and the different vocalism of Greek and Armenian 
argues against a shared innovation. 

The IE word for ‘hedgehog’ may be associated with ‘snake’ and is usually 
interpreted as 'snake-killer' or ‘snake-eater’, and this reputation is supported 
zoologically (Specht 1947: 39; Mallory 1982: 198-199; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 
2: 526 = 1995: 444; Mallory/Adams 1997: 264-265). A direct derivation of the word 
for ‘hedgehog’ from ‘snake’ would imply that Gr. éyic ‘viper’ is not cognate with 
YAv. azi-, Skt. dhi-, and Arm. iz (q.v.) since these forms point to *-g"”- (cf. Lubotsky 
1988: 297). This is not very probable, however, and the association between 
‘hedgehog’ and ‘snake’ may be secondary (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 264b). 

Also in the Armenian tradition we find evidence for this association, both cultural 
and linguistic (cf. Mus jni, etc. in the dialectal section; see also S. Movsisyan 1972: 
52a). In a folk-tale recorded by Arak'el Bahat‘ryan in 1860 (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 77- 
78), a young bride puts on the hide of a hedgehog before going to his husband Oc - 
manuk ‘Snake-child’. They argue with mutual demands to take off their hides. 
Subsequently, the snake turns into a man, and they become spouses. This motif is 
found in many other versions, e.g. in Van (Sérenc‘ VanSaz 2, 1899: 99-105). Note in 
particular a version originated from the Manazkert region (see HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 
231-237), where the hedgehog is represented by acni < *ojni, the form known from 
the whole Turuberan area. 

The assumption that the initial k- and x- of the Armenian dialectal by-forms 
ko/uzni and xozni represent an Indo-European laryngeal (see the dialectal section) is 
highly improbable since: 1) the regular outcome of */;- and *h;- is Armenian h-; 2) 
Gr. £yivoc shows that here we are dealing with *h,-, which is regularly lost even in 
Armenian and Anatolian; 3) the solution can be much simpler (see the dialectal 
section). 
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olorn, an-stem (obl. -an(c ), NPI -runk^) ‘pea, been; globule’ (Bible+). In Paterica: 
olern (cf. dial.). 
eDIAL The plant-name has been preserved in several dialects: Mus əloř, Nor 
Naxijewan urel, rural uler, Xotorjur orel, Goris hiüleorno, Larabat hiilerna (cf. also 
ülléorne'g' "a kind of abscess (palar)’. Most of the forms are identical with olern 
attested in Paterica. Acaryan questions whether Juta (rural) horal ‘a kind of plant 
resembling olor’ = Pers. holar belongs here too [HAB 3: 551b]. Other forms, if 
related, have an initial x- or k“: Dersim (K‘h) k‘alur ‘a kind of corn resembling 
oats’ [Balramyan 1964: 175b], Dersim, Balu xalor ‘millet-sized hail; a kind of 
millet-sized useless grain’ [Sargisean 1932: 426; Batramyan 1964: 140b] (see N. 
Mkrté‘yan 1983: 31-32). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 551b) rejects all the etymolgies (among them also the 
comparison with Gr. ó4opo f. pl. ‘spelt, etc.’). 

Olsen (1999: 139, 778, 808) proposes (with reservation) a connection with olor 
‘twisting’ and derives them from PIE *K"/h;-r-n-, as an old heteroclitic from 
*k"elh;- ‘to twist, turn’. This view is hard to accept since the assumed development 
*-[h;C- > Arm. -oloC- is uncertain, and olor ‘twisting’ is probably of a different 
origin. Besides, the plant-name has been compared with Semitic formes: Akkad. 
hallüru, hi/ullüru, Aram. hurla, Arab. hullar, harul, Hebr. harül, also Pers. heler 
[Adonc‘ 1938: 463 = 1972: 388; N. Mkrt&‘yan 1983: 31-32; Jahukyan 1987: 459, 
470; Greppin 1989a: 79]. 

If Gr. öAvpaı is also connected, as Adonc‘ (ibid.) suggests, we are dealing with an 
old cultural word of Mediterranean and Near-Eastern areas. Note also another 
synonym of Mediterranean origin, namely sisern ‘pea’ (see s.v.). 

In view of related forms in different languages with alternating vocalism as well 
as with the sequene r.../, it is difficult to assess the nature and exact origin of the 
forms olern (Paterica; dialects) and *orel (Xotorjur, Nor Naxijewan). An influence 
of sisern, GSg sis(e)ran ‘pea’ (Agat‘angetos+; widespread in the dialects) should be 
taken into asccount, too. 


olok‘, a- or o-stem: GDSg olok -i (Agat‘angetos+), GDPI o/ok oc" in Agat'angelos 
(as a reading variant, see below), Plato; olok'-oc' (Philo), API z-olog-s and 
z-olok -un-s (both in Yaysmawurk‘) ‘shin’. 

In Agat‘angelos $ 102 (1909-1980: 61-5 transl. Thomson 1976: 119): Ew et 
hraman berel kocels p'aytic', ew arnel ast olok (var. olok'ac^) xotc‘ac‘ (vars. 
xotoc 'oc', xotc'oc', xotoc'ac n, xoc gc, etc.) otic’ nora; ew dnel ew pndel uzgin 
aratkök‘ : “He commanded that blocks of wood be brought and fixed to his shins 
and feet and tightened with strong cords". Ter-Lewondyan (1983: 69) translates 
olok'i xotc'ac' by ModArm. srunk'neri oskorneri “of the bones of the shins”. This 
would imply that xotuc ' refers to the lower part of the leg in general, whereas olok‘ 
to a part of it, perhaps ‘shinbone’. 

In Bargirk' hayoc‘: ölox cur [Amalyan 1975: 33 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Mu$, Axalc‘xa, Nor Naxijewan, Juła, etc. The 
semantics in the literary attestations are specified as ‘the part of the leg between the 
knee and the heel’, while in the dialects ‘the part of the leg between the knee and 
ankle’ [HAB 3: 552; Acarean 1925: 444; 1940: 380]. In the 19"-century dictionaries 
of K‘ajuni and Gabamacean the word means ‘stalk of a flower’, which can be 
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compared with the meaning of the dialect of Bulanox, namely ‘stalk of wheat’ (see 
HAB 3: 552). 

Ararat olork' ‘shinbone’ and Adana (Turkish speaking) alork‘ ‘shin’ (see HAB 3: 
552ab) have an epenthetic -7-. 

Particularly interesting is cok-olok' ‘(anat.) calf? in the dialect of Ozim (see 
Aéarean 1913: 522b; HAB 3: 552b). Acafyan (1913: 522b), with some reservation, 
treats it as a compound with cak ‘hole; hollow’ (*cak-olok‘). This is possible; cf. 
Nor Bayazet *cak-oskor, lit. “hollow bone’, described by Aécaryan (1913: 503b) as 
“a part of flesh/meat [= a body-part? - HM]; voracious person, who is recovering 
after an illness"; also verbal *cak-oskor-el. The latter is also present in my mother's 
village Erazgavors: cagoskarel ‘to be/become voracious’. Nor Bayazet cak-oskor 
occurs also in P‘iloyeanc‘ 1888: 39", referring to a body-part of a buffalo . The 
word *cak-oskor is also found e.g. in a saying from Nor Naxijewan (P‘ork‘Seyan 
1971: 113b): Jak oskorov Ivanal “to make an end to the greediness", lit. “to wash 
with the hollow-bone". 

The compound, actually meaning *hollow bone', must have referred to a bony 
body-part. Indeed, it has been recorded in Moks in the meaning “pelvic bone”: 
cak-woskor *ra3oBas KocTp’ [Orbeli 2002: 252]. 

Ozim cokolok, however, refers to ‘calf’, a fleshy part of the shin. Therefore, I 
alternatively identify the first component of the compound with jukn ‘fish’. 
According to Ataryan (1952: 277; HAB 3: 160a), the Ozim form of jukn is j öuk. N. 
Hovsep'yan (1966: 232-233), however, is of the opinion that the postulation of 
voiced aspirated stops in the dialect of Ozim is wrong, and that the Classical 
Armenian b/d/g/j/j regularly yielded p/t/k/c/c. In this case, the Ozim form of the 
word for ‘fish’ would have been *cóuk. Thus, cok-olok‘ ‘(anat.) calf? can easily be 
interpreted as a compound of cöuk ‘fish’ and olok‘ ‘shin’. For the semantics, see 
3.7.3. 
eETYM Compared with OCS /akete, Russ. lókot', Czech loket ‘elbow’, etc.; Lith. 
alküné, elküne ‘elbow’, Latv. elks ‘elbow, bend’ élkuons ‘elbow, bend’; Gr. &Aevn 
‘elbow’, etc. (see Lidén 1906: 95-97; HAB 3: 552; Pokorny 1959: 308; Saradzeva 
1986: 131-132; Jahukyan 1987: 122; 165); see also s.vv. ofn ‘spine, uln ‘neck’, etc. 
Skt. rksala- f. ‘the part of an animal's leg between the fetlock joint and the hoof? is 
uncertain. 

The Balto-Slavic forms derive from *HHol-k- or *Hh;el-k-. Next to this, there is 
also a Baltic form with acute intonation (Lith. zolektis, Latv. uólekts ‘ell’), which 
requires *HoHl- or *Heh;l-. Note that this alternation of *-o- and *-o- is also seen in 
olok‘ ‘shin’ and uduk (in Larabal, also *(h)uluk', with an aspirated -k ‘palm, 
distance from the thumb to the little finger’ (q.v.), which both are formed with a 
guttural suffixal element -k7-k, comparable to the *-k- of the Balto-Slavic and 
perhaps some other cognate forms. The same is found also in on and uln (q.v.), 
which are considered etymologically related with o/-ok‘ and ut-uk. Theoretically, a 
PIE k-stem might look as follows: nom. *HóHl-ok (or *Héh;l-ok), acc. *HoHl-ók-m, 
gen. *HHI-k-os (cf. the HD paradigm of *nep-öt ‘grandson’, a t-stem, Beekes 1995: 
178). From PArm. nom. *u/uk' and acc. *ulok-, as well as from a by-form with the 
stem *HHol- or *Hh;el-, utuk/k‘ and olok' have developed. One may alternatively 
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consider the possible dependence of an unstressed vowel on the stressed one (see 
2.1.23). 


otb, mostly plural, o-stem: GDSg otb-o-y, GDPI otb-o-c‘, IPl ofb-o-v-k‘ ‘wail, 
lamentation’ (Bible+), ofbam ‘to wail, lament’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In Sivri-Hisar, it means ‘to long for’ [HAB 3: 
553]. 
eETYM Connected to Lith. ulbuoti ‘to call, sing’, Gr. ó4ogópouo: “to wail, lament, 
bewail, bemoan’, 6Aopvövog ‘lamenting, wailing’ (with a secondary -o-, see Beekes 
2009 s.v.); see Hiibschmann 1883: 46; 1897: 481; HAB 3: 553a with lit.; Jahukyan 
1987: 121, 164; sceptical: Clackson 1994: 182. 

The Armenian form may reflect *Hol-b"- or *h;l-b*-; for a discussion, see 

Kortlandt 1987: 62 — 2003: 76; Beekes 1987b: 6-7; 2003: 188; Greppin 1988-89: 
479; Lindeman 1990: 28-30; Derksen 1996: 1106; Olsen 1999: 37. 


otot-anam ‘to wail, lament’ (John Chrysostom), ofot-anim ‘id.’ (John Chrysostom), 
otot-ank ‘ ‘wail, lamentation’ (Ephrem); dial. ulul- ‘to lament, cry’. 
@DIAL Axalc'xa ululal ‘to weep, cry, lament (said of women)’; Erznka ulul-ik anel 
‘to cry, shout? [HAB 3: 555b]. The appurtenance of dimin. əł-ik is uncertain (see 
Amatuni 1912: 527a; Aéatean 1913: 1134b; HAB 3: 555b; Z. Xac'atryan 1975: 56b, 
56b¢7). NHB 2: S5lla suggests a relation between o/ik and ClArm. ofok‘ 
‘supplication’. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 3: 555) interprets the verb ofo?- as reduplication of *ol- and 
connects it to Gr. dlodvgw ‘to cry out loudly, call, moan’ (said especially of 
women), 6AoAvy-n f. ‘loud outcry’; forms with *u- (for the etymon, see Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 230-231; Mallory/Adams 1997: 66b, cf. 412a): Skt. ululi- ‘crying 
loudly’, ulüka- m. ‘owl’, Lat. ululare ‘to howl, yell, shriek’, ulula f. ‘the tawny owl’, 
Lith. ulülóti ‘to shout’, etc. 

Further, see Atayan 1974: 17, 62-63; N. Simonyan 1991: 303-304. The 
appurtenance of Arm. dial. ulul- has been suggested by Manandean pc 1899 in 
Ejmiacin (apud HAB 3: 593a). Jahukyan (1987: 121, 154, 164) separates *u/- from 
*of-, but this is not compelling; the vocalic vacillation may be due to the 
onomatopoeic nature of the etymon. The etymology of Arm. *o#-/*u/- remains 
unknown to scholars outside Armenia. 

For the structure of Arm. dial. ul-ul-ik ‘cry, shouting’ and Gr. 64-0)-vyn f. ‘loud 
outcry’, cf. Gr. dA-ad-ayy ‘shouting’ vs. Arm. at-at-ak ‘shouting’ (q.v.). 


ololem ‘to overflow, inundate, flood; to rinse’ (Bible+), ofofanem ‘id.’ (Bible+), 
ototanim ‘to plunge (into licentious pleasures)’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i, etc.), ofoteal 
‘licentious’ (John Chrysostom); otot ‘inundation, flood’ (Agat'angelos). 

For the moral context of the verb cf. Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.63 (1913=1991: 346-5; 
Thomson 1978: 339): anhun sksaw ototanel yanarak c‘ankut ‘iwns “begun to plunge 
without restraint into licentious pleasures”. 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 254") ofo# and ofotel are glossed by hetet 
‘flood’ and orogel ‘to irrigate’, respectively. 
eDIAL The verb oioiem is widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 555a]. 
eETYM Belongs with ketum ‘to pour, fill’ and hetet ‘flood, torrent’ (q.v.). 
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ołorm o-stem: ISg ołorm-o-v in Yovhan Mandakuni ‘compassion; supplication’ 
(Bible+); oformim (Bible+). 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects (note also the deverbative noun 
olormis, which reflects the frozen API form oformi-s), but the noun is not recorded 
in HAB 3: 557a. Traces of the latter may be found in Larabat, e.g. in the formula (L. 
Harut‘yunyan 1991: 307'*) Astvac ulurmo toni mart'in srtuma “May God put the 
compassion into the heart of the man". 
eETYM Compared with OHG arm ‘poor, miserable’, etc., as from reduplicated 
*or-orm- (see Hübschmann 1899: 48-49; HAB 3: 556-557; Pokorny 1959: 306; 
Solta 1960: 427f). Jahukyan (1987: 121, 164), however, prefers the connection to 
elern ‘trouble’, etc. (from PIE *e/-5). (One might also consider *e/-4). Olsen (1999: 
961) mentions as a word of unknown origin. 

If, nevertheless, the derivation from *or-orm- is accepted, one notes a remarkable 
resemblance with the dissimilation which has probably taken place in *(y)oform 
from *ar(a)-orm-i (q.v.). See also 2.1.24.2 on this kind of dissimilation (safawart, 
etc.). 


otok‘, o-stem: GDSg ofok -o-y, ISg otok -o-v (Agat'angelos, P‘awstos Buzand) ‘sup- 
plication; fawning, flattery’ (Bible), ofok‘em ‘to supplicate, flatter, coax’ (Bible+), 
otok*-an-k*, pl. tant. a-stem: GDPI otok -an-a-c ‘, IPl ook -an-a-w-k ' ‘supplication; 
flattery’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Pedersen (1906: 389-390 = 1982: 167-168) connects otok‘ with Lat. loquor 
‘to speak, talk, say; to mention’; further, see HAB 3: 557b. The Latin word may be 
derived from *tlok"- (see Schrijver 1991: 476; cf. Mallory/Adams 1997: 535b). 

More probably, ofok‘ derives from PArm. *o#-/a?- ‘to supplicate, pray, lament’ 

(see s.v.v. glod em ‘to supplicate, beseech, pray’ and ofot- ‘to wail, lament’, cf. 
Pedersen ibid.; Jahukyan 1987: 121, 164; Clackson 1994: 174). For a vocalic 
discussion, see Kortlandt 1983: 10, 13 = 2003: 40, 43; Beekes 2003: 157. The -ok‘ 
probably points to a rhyming formation next to bolok' ‘complain’ (q.v.). Note also 
borb-ok em ‘to set on fire, kindle, inflame’ vs. borb ‘bright, aflame, burning’, and 
ket-ek‘-em ‘to tear, rend’ (see s.v.v.). 


om GDSg ofin, in Elias (6^ cent.) ofan, ISg olamb, NPI olunk', GDPI otanc‘ ‘spine, 
back(bone); spine with spinal marrow; marrow’; dial. also ‘hill-side, etc.’ (Bible+). 
Mxit‘ar Herac‘i (12" cent) has of-o-Sar ‘spinal column’, which is considered 
dialectal by Acaryan (HAB 3: 554a). 

If the placenames OH oton and Otin (q.v.) belong here, the meaning ‘hill-side, 
etc.’, although attested only in the dialects, must be considered very old. 
eDIAL Mus, Alaskert 27 (GSg əłan or oini) ‘back; slope of a mountain’ (cf. Mus, 
Sasun var ofan ‘on back’); Xotorjur vo? ‘slope of a mountain’; HamSen (y)eol, yox 
(GSg dau < ofan, NPI otnunk) ‘long hillock’ (according to KiwlHams 1899: 560a, 
ein ‘high summit of a hill’), etc. [HAB 3: 554b; Aécaryan 1947: 12, 24, 248]; Metri 
uina “the upper part of a hill’ [Alayan 1954: 45, 282b]. 

The an-stem seen in GDSg otan in Elias corresponds to data from Mus, Sasun, 
and Hamsen. Mus, Bulanox, Aparan əłm-(k-)il ‘to lie, lean on one's arm’. Aéaryan 
(HAB 3: 554b) compares this *of-m- to and-otm-eal (John Chrysostom), although in 
the lexicological section he points out that andotmeal should be read as andotneal. 


530 om 


One wonders if the forms *ołmil and *əndołmil reflect a contamination with the 
synonymous kołmanim and an-koiman-im (with the root kołmn *side"). 

In sayings from the village of Xult'ik (Bates), AblSg yim yolnen ‘from my back’ 
is used referring to a mule and a donkey (see Tarönean 1961: 183). 

According to Hananyan (1995: 195ab), Svedia (Xtrbek) has řeuł for wiel, and 
lattdg for oin. Formally, fotläg, too, seems to derive from wiel The form is 
mentioned s.v. ofn because fa#dg, probably, meant ‘marrow’ rather than ‘brain’. 
This is merely a guess; Hananyan, unfortunately, does not specify the semantics. 
Something similar is seen in Andreasyan 1967: 378ab (for Svedia/Yotun-dluk), 
where Arm. on and ule! are glossed as eu! and 7201, respectively. Here again, both 
forms are practically identical and clearly represent wiel In page 250, Andreasyan 
(1967) mentions only one feu? (Tui), meaning ‘marrow in bones and skull’, vs. beyn 
“mind, brains’ (< Turkish < Arab. beyn [Acarean 1902: 290]). In his description of 
the dialect of Svedia, Acaryan (2003: 373, 583) represents (a)#eot, hit ‘marrow’ s.v. 
ute?, in the same opposition with ben < Arab. beyn ‘brain’. 

Akn ofasar ‘spinal column’ reflects MidArm. o#-o-sar ‘spinal column’ (see 
above). Note also öfasar found in Turkish-Armenian dictionary (ca. 1720 AD) by 
Elia Mu&elyan Karnec‘i (Karin/Xotorjur) [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 41", 175]. 

The curious compound Bulanex sar?! ‘spinal column’ (see S. Movsisyan 1972: 
71a) must represent the opposite order of the components: *Sar-oH(n). 
eETYM Despite the semantic difference, derived from the PIE word for the elbow: 
Gr. ó4£vr f. ‘elbow, underarm’; Lat. ulna f. ‘elbow’; Olr. uilen ‘angle’ < *ol-en-; 
Olc. alin, OHG el(i)na f. ‘ell? < PGerm. *alin- < *ol-en-; Lith. uolektis, Latv. 
uölekts ‘ell’, etc., as well as Arm. uln (GDSg ulan, NPI ulunk‘, GDPI ulanc ^) ‘neck’ 
(Bible; dialect of Juta), u/uk ‘palm, distance from the thumb to the little finger’ 
(Bible+; dialect of Larabat, with an initial h-), and il(ik) ‘spindle’ (q.v.), see Lidén 
1906: 127-131; HAB 3: 554, 592; Pokorny 1959: 308; Schrijver 1991: 78-79, 339, 
352. 

Olsen (1999: 125-126) points out that the semantic divergence between ‘spine’ 
(something twisting or turning) and ‘elbow’ (something bending in an angle) is 
considerable, which seems exaggerated to me. The spine and neck can not only twist 
and turn, but also bend in an angle. Besides, the shoulder, also a bending body part, 
is semantically often related with the back (see 3.7.2). Note also that, in the dialect 
of Juta, the actual meaning of uln ‘neck’ (q.v.) may be ‘elbow’ (or ‘shoulder). The 
basic meaning of the PIE word might have been, thus, ‘joint, a moving (twisting 
and/or bending) body part’. This can be corroborated by s/(n)-i ‘neck’, if indeed 
related with *si/- ‘crooked, twisting/bending’; see also s.v. set and 3.7.2. 

Important is also Mus pareki hulunk' ‘spinal column’ which actually means 
‘vertebrae of back’ and can be considered an important intermediary between oin 
and u/n, see s.v. uln. 

Because of the above-mentioned semantic divergence, Olsen (1999: 125-126, 
806) prefers a connection with Lat. collus ‘neck’, etc. (*k"ol(h,)-so- > PArm. *ot-), 
assuming a contamination “with the almost homonymous word for ‘elbow’”. This 
seems unnecessary. Besides, the development *K"o- > Arm. o- is uncertain. 

The ablaut *o/- vs. *o/- seen in IE forms (see especially Schrijver 1991: 78-79) is 
reflected in Armenian oin < *Hh;el-en- or *HHol-en- vs. uln < *Heh3l-en- or 
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*HoHl-en-. See also olok‘ and wink The connection with i/(ik) ‘spindle’ can be 
accepted only if the internal laryngeal of the PIE root is a *-h,- (*Heh;l- > Arm. il), 
which is uncertain. It is remarkable that next to ilik ‘spindle’ (q.v.), there is a 
homonymous dialectal word meaning ‘marrow’, which, however, can be a Turkish 
borrowing. 

PArm. *ol/ul- *'spine with neck; marrow’ might have also developed into uł-eł 
"brain; marrow’ (q.v.). See also afein ‘bow; rainbow (Bible+)’; ‘a bow-like 
instrument used for combing and preparing wool and cotton (a card)’ (Geoponica; 
dial.). 

If these words are related with olok‘ ‘shin’ (q.v.), one might assume the following 
semantic development: “*hollow bone’ > ‘shinbone’ and *marrow'. 

Another etymology: Alayan 1974: 19. 


ol, o-stem: GDPI of-o-c‘ (Bible+); GDSg ofj-i (Paterica) ‘whole, integral, complete, 
solid; sound, healthy, unhurt’ (Bible); ar-ofj ‘sound, healthy, unhurt’ (q.v.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 558b]. 
eETYM Meillet (1894: 154; 1936: 52) derives Arm. off from *ol-io-, cf. Olr. (h)uile 
‘all, whole’, MWelsh holl < *(s)ol-io- (unless from *sol-no- with Lat. sollus 
*complete', as is alternatively assumed by Schrijver 1995: 323). This is accepted in 
Pokorny 1959: 979; Godel 1975: 81; Jahukyan 1982: 41. The derivation from *solu- 
io- is unconvincing. For a discussion, see Müller 1890: 555; Hübschmann 1897: 
481; Pisani 1934: 180-182; 1950: 178; Jahukyan 1982: 213; Ravnas 1991: 35, 107,; 
Olsen 1999: 26, 798; Beekes 2003: 162. For a discussion of -d-, see also s.v. ayl 
‘other, alien’. 

For the semantic relationship ‘whole, integral, complete, solid’ vs. ‘sound, 

healthy’, see Toporov 1979a: 218-220. See also s.v. amb-ofj ‘whole, intact’. 


oč‘ ‘not’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Preserved in Zeyt'un, Mus, Hamsen, T‘iflis, Ararat, Larabal, Agulis, etc. 
Note also MuS mac‘ only in a proverb (cf. on-c‘ ‘how’ > dial. *monc‘). More 
widesapread is C-€ [HAB 3: 562a]. 
eETYM Since NHB (2: 516a), linked with Gr. on, opt, o! ‘not’ «*hjoiu-K"i(d). 
See also Meillet 1936: 143; Cowgill 1960; Jahukyan 1987: 134, 177; Kortlandt 2003 
+ Beekes 2003 passim (see the index). For a critical discussion, see Clackson 1994: 
158; 2004-05: 155-156, who treats o-c' as an inner-Armenian creation: pronoun o- 
(as in o-k' and o-mn ‘someone’) + simple negative č‘ < *kwid, originally used in 
conjunction with *ne which later fell out of use; cf. the fossilised phrase c -ik' 
‘(there is) nothing’. Acaryan (HAB 3: 561b < Meillet) connects the first component 
o- of oc‘ ‘not’ with Skt. ati ‘beyond, over’, etc. 

The inner-Armenian interpretation is most probable. That č‘ functioned as a 
negative also without the o- is seen not only in c-ik' but also in ce ‘not’ which is 
dialectally ubiquitous. 


or, i-stem in Geoponica, ‘rump’ (Paterica, Geoponica, etc. HAB 3: 564a; MijHayBar 
2, 1992: 231-232). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. In the village of Hasknjaws of Moks, yer, which, as is 
pointed out by Acaryan, is reminiscent of PIE e-grade, cf. the Celtic form below 
[HAB 3: 564b]. Svedia var ‘vulva (/bunoc‘/)’ [Aéaryan 2003: 436, 583]. 
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eETYM Since NHB (2: 517c), compared with PIE *h;ors(o)-: Gr. óppog m. ‘rump’, 
ovpe f. ‘tail’, OIc. ars, OHG ars ‘arse, buttocks, backside’, OEngl. ears ‘arse’, Engl. 
arse, Olr. err f. ‘tail, back of chariot’ < *ersa, probably also Hitt. ärra-, arri-, arru- 
‘rump’ (Hübschmann 1897: 482; Bugge 1889: 23; 1892: 446; HAB 3: 564; Pokorny 
1959: 340; Hanneyan 1979: 171; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 817 = 1995: 717; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 88b). 

For Lat. dorsum, see s.v. *tor ‘neck’. 


oski, wo-stem (and ea-stem; see below) ‘gold’. 

wo-stem: GDSg oskw-o-y, AblSg y-oskw-o-y, ISg oskw-o-v, NPI oski-k‘, AccSg 
oski-s, IPl oskw-o-v-k‘. All these case forms, except for IPl oskw-o-v-k' (once, in 1 
Maccabees 4.57), are abundantly attested in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 
1173-1175. Instead of GDPI *oskw-o-c‘, however, we find here only oske-a-c' 
(Judges 8.26; Songs 5.15), which points to ea-stem. If these forms are reliable, we 
are dealing with a mixed declension wo + ea (cf. Jahukyan 1959: 237-238). 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects: 

with anlaut diphthongization: dialects with penultimate accentuation (Larabat 
vaéske, Goris véske, Ararat, Samaxi voski, etc.) and Van-Salmast group (Van, Juta, 
Salmast voski, etc.); 

without diphthongization: Nor Naxijewan, Tiflis, Hamàen, Karin, Mus, 
Tigranakert aski, Haéon, Polis, Sebastia asgi ; 

with 2- and və- doublets: Akn (v)osgi, Suc'ava (v)osg i (HAB 3: 566-567; for a 
discussion and chronology, see Weitenberg 1996: 100-103, 110-112; 2001: 71). 

Agulis aski (see Aéatean 1935: 63) seems to show that the change ClArm. o- > 
Agulis a- in disyllabic words antedates the diphthongization. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 3: 565-566) rejects all the etymological attempts, including 
those comparing Arm. oski with Sumer. guskin ‘gold’ (Patkanean 1880: 97; Bugge 
1892: 444; Jensen 1898: 108; Vycichl 1965)'°’, Finn. vaski ‘copper’, etc., as well as 
that of Patrubany (1908: 278a) who links oski with Lat. aurum, etc., deriving the 
Armenian form from *aus-g-iyos, a derivative of PIE *aues- ‘to light, shine’ (read 
*h»(e)us- ‘to shine’, cf. Lat. aurora, etc. [Pokorny 1959: 87; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
148], see s.v. ayg ‘morning’), and considers Finn. vaski ‘copper’ and Hung. vas 
‘tron’ as loans from PArm. *uoski. Aéafyan (ibid.) leaves the origin of Arm. oski 
open. He does not mention the Armenian word in AcarHLPatm 1, 1940: 11 (with 
Lat. aurum, etc.) and 68 (in the complete list of Armenian words of IE origin), and 
suggests an Urartian origin in 182. Jahukyan (1987: 296, 452) treats oski as 
borrowed from Finno-Ugric languages and mentions the Sumerian form. 

The IE forms of this word for ‘gold’ are Latin aurum, Lith. auksas, Old 
Lithuanian ausas, and Old Prussian ausis, from IE *A;eus- (Schrijver 1991: 47), and 
Toch. A wäs m., B yasa n. ‘gold’ < PToch. *w’äsa f., from IE *Aues-eh;- (see 
Adams 1999: 487), unless a loan from Samoyed (see Schrijver 1991: 47 with refer.). 
This term is usually treated as a migratory word related with Finno-Ugric *vas/ske 
*copper, bronze" and Sumer. guskin ‘gold’. For a discussion and references, see 
Aalto 1959; Pokorny 1959: 87; Lane 1970: 76, 81; Toporov, PrJaz [a-d] 1975: 168- 


107 Pedersen (1924: 219-220 = 1982: 302-303) assumes a dissimilatory loss of the initial g- of 
Sumer. guskin in Armenian. 
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170; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 711, 713, 932, 939 = 1995: 615, 618, 825-826, 
831; Rédei 1986: 42; Mallory/Adams 1997: 234; Carpelan/Parpola 2001: 127. 

The appurtenance of Arm. oski to this term is accepted practically by everyone. 
However, the derivational basis is unclear. The proto-form *aus-g-iyos assumed by 
Patrubány (cf. also *au- > Arm. o- in Lane 1970: 81) would yield Arm. 
*a(w)ski(yo)- or *a(w)sci(yo)-. The interpretation of the word as (vjoski from *vask 
(e.g. Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 713, 932) does not clarify much. Note that *HuV- 
yields Arm. gV-, and the initial v- of the dialectal forms is secondary (see above). 

Olsen (1999: 441, 803, 831) assumes dissimilatory umlaut u-i > o-i and putatively 
posits a substantivized *h ustuio- ‘leuchtungsfahig’, cf. Skt. krtvya- (trisyllabic) 
‘leistungsfahig, arbeitsvoll’. The development *-stu- > Arm. -sk- is not impossible 
(see 2.1.22.6), but the structural analysis is not convincing. More probably, the -ki- 
is a non-IE suffixal element seen also in Finno-Ugric and Sumerian forms, as well as 
in other metal-names, such as Hatt. hapalki-, Akkad./Hurr. habalginnu ‘iron’, 
Georg. rkina ‘iron’, etc. The nature of -k- in Lith. auksas ‘gold’ which is absent from 
the other Baltic forms and after which the -s- has not become -s-, is unclear (see 
Toporov, op. cit. 168). 

One might derive Arm. oski from *awoskiya, with vocalic assimilation and loss of 
intervocalic -w- in pretonic position, see 2.1.23 and 2.1.33.1 respectively. If we are 
dealing with a word of substratum rather than a PIE word, the formation can be 
compared with that of ozni ‘hedgehog’, also a European substratum word with o- 
grade. 


oskr (mostly in plur.), er-stem: ISg osker-b (Commentary on Judges by Elise) NPI 
osker-k‘, GDPl osker-a-c ‘, IPl osker-a-w-k' (Bible+) ‘bone’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 567-568]. 
eETYM Derived from the PIE word for ‘bone’: Skt. ásthi, asthnás n. ‘bone’, Gr. 
dotéov n. ‘bone’, Lat. os, ossis n. ‘bone, leg’, Hitt. hastai, hasti- n. “bone; 
(metaphorically) strength; a measure of length’, CLuw. häs- ‘bone’, see 
Hübschmann 1897: 482; HAB 3: 567; Pokorny 1959: 783; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 
1992: 150-151; Mallory/Adams 1997: 77a. 

Arm. oskr points to *Host-uer- (Meillet 1936: 51; Clackson 1994: 44; Olsen 
1999: 147), and the plural stem -a- probably reflects the IE neuter pl. *-/; (Olsen 
Ibid.). One reconstructs *h>- (Mayrhofer EWAia ibid.; Mallory/Adams ibid.; Olsen 
1999: 147) or *h3- (Kloekhorst 2006: 92; 2008: 325). For a discussion, see also 
Greppin 1988-89: 479; Lindeman 1997: 47-48. The absence of an initial A- points to 
*Host- for Armenian. On the -i/n- declension in relation with the problem of the 
laryngeal, see Beekes 1987c; Elbourne 2000: 17-18. 

Hamp (1984) argues against reconstruction of a velar suffix in Armenian and 
Celtic, and denies the relation between ‘bone’ and ‘branch’ (ost, q.v.). He (op. cit. 
198) explains Arm. oskr ‘bone’ through the following development: *ostur > *oskar 
> *osk"r > oskr. For a discussion, see also Polomé 1980: 26; van Windekens 1990- 
91. Viredaz (2003: 73, 7379) derives oskr from *ost-wr and notes: “*-wr probably 
added on the model of *ghréwr ‘horn’ (eljewr) because *ost was too short a word (or 
was about to be reduced to *os). Hitt. hastwer *weed, waste’ is unrelated". 


ost, o-stem: GDP! ost-o-c ‘, IPl ost-o-v-k' ‘branch’ (Bible+). 
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eDIAL Preserved in several dialects in the meaning ‘remnant of a cut-off branch’. 
Ararat has vost-1 and kost-1, and Sebastia has ast-r- [HAB 3: 569a]. For the obscure 
k- in Ararat cf. kost! ‘a twig on which bird-lime is smeared to entangle birds’ (HAB 
2: 639a; for an explanation, see Atayan 1974: 87-88). 
eETYM Connected with Gr. ócoc m. “branch, twig, bough, offshoot; knot or eye on a 
tree’, Goth. asts, OHG ast ‘branch’, MDutch ost ‘knot in wood’, etc. Hübschmann 
1883: 46; 1897: 482; Meillet 1922): 212 (on -st); HAB 3: 568-569 with lit.; Pokorny 
1959: 785; Mallory/Adams 1997: 80a; Olsen 1999: 19. The analysis *o-sd-o-, with 
the root of ‘to sit’ is untenable; one now reconstructs *Hosdo- (Beekes 1992: 172; 
cf. Olsen 1999: 1933). The appurtenance of Hitt. hasduer- is uncertain (see 
Kloekhorst 2006: 87; 2008 s.v.). 

The connection between the words for ‘branch’ and ‘bone’ (Bailey 1983: 2) has 
been rejected by Hamp 1984. 


*ot- ‘foot’: sg. ot-n, gen.-dat. otin, loc. y-otin, abl. y-otan-e, instr. otam-b; plur. ot-k‘, 
i-stem: acc. ot-s, gen.-dat. ot-i-c‘, abl. y-ot-i-c', instr. ot-i-w-k' (Bible+; rich 
evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1177-1179); MidArm y-ot-a-c‘, 
pointing to a-stem (see below, the dialectal section); Aet *footstep, track" (q.v.). 

The paradigm richly attested in the Bible points to a clear restriction of the forms 
otn and ot-i- to singular and plural, respectively. The same forms are attested also in 
the original literature. We find GDPI ot-i-c' in Agat'angelos $8 102, 103, 221 
(1909-1980: 61-7, 621", 627, 116-7) next to singular otn, e.g. zmioy otanen 
(4165. In Seb&os Chapter 20 (Xaé‘atryan/Etiazaryan 2005: 1045 transl. Thomson 
1999: 39-40), one finds GDSg ot-i-n and ISg otam-b on the one hand, and API ot: 
and IPI ot-i-w-k' on the other. The plural forms thus lack the nasal; further, see the 
Concordance of Sebéos (G. Xac'atryan 2004: 357-358). 

IPI ot-i-w-k‘ is attested in P‘awstos Buzand 5.37 (1883-1984: 202'"*; transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 218): zi otiwk‘n c'awac er “because his feet hurt"; also in Efise (Ter- 
Minasyan 1989: 382'7, 390^, Movsés Kalankatuac'i 2.41 (V. Arak‘elyan 1983: 
2537). 

In compounds ot sometimes displays o-stem forms, cf. stor-ot ‘foot (of a 
mountain)’: ISg storot-o-v, several times in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 1376a), 
IPI storot-o-v(-k‘) in Movsés Xorenac'i 1.12: 1913-1991: 381"? (ar storotovk‘ 
leranc 'n), 2.49: 176"; cf. af otamb lerinn (1.12: 41-5) and i lernotin mium (1.10: 
331°), Paterica has i kolmn storot-i lerinn (NHB 2: 751c). 
eDIAL The forms ot and frozen pl. otk‘ are widespread in the dialects. Zeyt‘un Akn, 
etc. have dual *ot-u-i. Note the paradigm of Polis: NSg ot k*, pl. advi, advaner. The 
final nasal of otn is present in Agulis, Larabat, etc. [HAB 3: 574a]. 

The ClArm. GDPI ot-i-c‘ has been preserved in Malkara [Rodost‘o], in a frozen 
substantive meaning 'shoes' (see Acarean 1913: 857b). Instead of this form (cf. Van 
GDP! ac'ic' < ac'ic', see s.v. ac -k^), Van represents MidArm. ot-a-c', which is 
probably analogical after cerac‘ < ClArm. jer-a-c' vs. jern ‘hand’ (see Aéaryan 
1952: 128-129). The form otac‘ is also found in Zeyt'un and Nor Bayazet in the 
meanings ‘pants’ and ‘women underwear’, respectively, as well as in compounds 
like C‘arsanéag *otac -Sor ‘pants’ and *otac ‘-aman ‘shoes’ (see Acarean 1913: 856- 
857). 
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eETYM From PIE *pe/od- ‘foot’: Skt. pad- ‘foot’, YAv. pad- m., Oss. fad, MPers. 
NPers. pay, Parth. paö ‘foot’, Gr. zog m., gen. zoóóc ‘foot’, Lat. pes, gen. ped-is m. 
‘foot’, OEngl. NPI. fet < PGm *föt-iz ‘foot’, etc.; here belongs also het ‘foot, 
footstep, footprint, track’ (q.v.) < *pedo- n. ‘footstep, footprint, track’: Skt. padá- n. 
‘id.’, YAv. pada- n. ‘footstep’, OIc. fet ‘step’, cf. Gr. zédov n. ‘floor, ground’, Hitt. 
pedan ‘place’, etc.; see Hübschmann 1897: 466-467, 482; Walde/Hofmann 2, 1954: 
293-295; Pokorny 1959: 790-791; Frisk 2: 587-588; Lubotsky 1988: 78; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 77-79; Mallory/Adams 1997: 27b, 208-209, 595b; Cheung 2007: 
305. 

The PIE word is reconstructed as a root noun of static inflexion: nom. *pdd(s) 
‘foot’ vs. acc., etc. *ped-: Gr. zoüc, mod0c, Lat. ped, pedis, etc., see Beekes 1995: 
189; cf. Schrijver 1991: 121, 135; for the paradigms and a discussion, see 
Szemerényi 1996: 164-166. 

The Armenian singulative ot-n reflects PIE acc. *pód-m, cf. Gr. 200-a, etc.; pl. ot- 
k‘ has been derived from *pod-es = Gr. noö-es (Meillet 1894: 156-157; 1916h: 188; 
1936: 83-84; Grammont 1918: 224; Schmitt 1981: 53, 199; K. Schmitt 1987: 37; 
Ravnes 1991: 100-101; Olsen 1999: 21, 175, 435; Matzinger 2005: 69-70, 89, 92). 
Hübschmann 1897: 482 assumes an original dual, cf. Gr. zóó-e. The i-declension 
remains unexplained, however. The explanation on the basis of GDADIPI *pod-isko- 
> otic‘ (Olsen 1999: 175) is not convincing. I tentatively posit PArm. dual *ot-i- < 
OIE *pod-ih;, where the *-ih, was taken from neuter duals denoting body-part terms 
such as ac -k' ‘eye’ < PIE *h3(o)k"-ih; n. ‘both eyes’: Gr. dace, OCS oci, etc. Thus, 
singulative ot-n vs. pl.tant. ot-k', -i goes parallel with ak-n ‘eye’ vs. ac -k' (see 
s.vv.). It is tempting to compare Arm. dial. dual *ot-u-i with Skt. dual padau. 

Further, see s.v. het ‘foot, footstep, footprint, track’ (« neuter *pedo-, see above). 
For heti ‘on foot’ cf. Lat. pedes, -itis m. ‘pedestrian, foot-soldier’, OCS pése 
‘pedestrian, on foot’, etc.; for het ‘after’ and y-et ‘after’, cf. Gr. zeóó. ‘after, with, 
amid’, etc. 


orb, o-stem ‘orphan’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 575b]. On *orb-ew-ayri ‘widow’ < 
*'orphan-and-widow', see s.v. ayri. 
eETYM From PIE *Horb"-o-: Lat. orbus *orphaned, parentless; childless; bereaved; 
deprived or destitute (of anything)’, orbö ‘to bereave (of parents, children, etc.), 
deprive (of), Gr. ópgavóg ‘orphaned’, dpgo- (in compounds), etc. [Hübschmann 
1897: 482; HAB 3: 575]. Finno-Ugric *orpa- ‘orphan’ (Finn. orpo, etc.) is 
considered a borrowing from an IE (most probably, Aryan) language; see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 940-941; Rédei 1986: 46; Jahukyan 1987: 295 (with 
ref.); Viereck/Goldammer 2003: 406. According to Ataryan (HAB 3: 575b), Georg. 
ob-oli ‘orphan’ is an Armenian loan. Compare am, am-I-ik (q.v.). Also Abxaz a-iba 
‘orphan’, etc. are considered as borrowed from Arm. orb [Jahukyan 1987: 602]. 
Arm. orb and the others are usually connected with Skt. arbha- ‘small, young’, 
arbhaka- adj. ‘small, weak, young, being the age of a child’ (RV+); OCS rab» m. 
‘servant, slave’, Czech m. rob ‘slave’; Hitt. harp- ‘sich absondern’, harpu- 
‘gesondert’ (on which see Weitenberg 1984: 100-101; Olsen 1999: 1831), etc.; as 
well as Arm. arbaneak, a-stem ‘servant’ (Bible+), q.v. [HAB 1: 299-300; 3: 575; 
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Pokorny 1959: 782; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 747-748; Jahukyan 1987: 141, 
164]. Hübschmann (1897: 423) represents Arm. arbaneak in a separate entry. 

Olsen (1999: 373, 868) derives arbaneak ‘servant’ from the Iranian 
correspondence of Gr. dpgavoc ‘orphaned’. In view of complete structural and 
semantic parallelism with pataneak, a-stem (next to patani ‘youth; servant’, Bible+), 
probably of Iranian origin (though the etymological details are unclear; cf. Olsen 
1999: 31049, 901), Iranian origin should be viewed as possible. However, the 
Iranian forms are not attested (apart from the personal names *arbakka-, 
*arba-misa-, etc., EtimSlovIranJaz 1, 2000: 215), and the meaning of arbaneak is 
not identical with that of Sanskrit. Therefore, arbaneak can be treated as a native 
Armenian word formed as (or analogically after) pataneak vs. patani. 

If all these forms are related, one may assume that the meanings ‘servant’ and 
‘young’ derive from original ‘bereaved, orphaned’. Alternatively: “small, young’ > 
‘orphan’ (see, for instance, EtimSlovlranJaz 1, 2000: 215) and ‘servant’. In this case, 
Lat. orbö would be denominative. 


ordi, wo-stem: GDSg ordw-o-y, GDPI ordw-o-c ‘, IPl ordw-o-v-k' (abundant in the 
Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 1181-1204); rarely a-stem: GDPI orde-a-c‘ (NHB 2: 
529b) ‘generation, sun/daughter’, espec. ‘son’ (Bible+). On y-ordwoj ‘in the son’ 
(Eznik), see Clackson 1994: 61. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 577a]. 
eETYM From PIE *por-ti-o-, cf. Gr. zópric, -ı05 f. ‘calf, young heifer (younger than 
õauáàn), young cow [rarely masculine]; (metaphorically) young maiden’, etc. (see 
HAB 3: 576; Olsen 1999: 441-442). On the connection with Lat. partus, Ae m. 
‘bringing forth, birth; foetus, embryo; offspring, progeny’, etc., see Schrijver 1991: 
195-197, 211. 

See also s.vv. ort‘ ‘calf’, urju ‘stepson or stepdaughter’, and awri-ord ‘virgin’. 


ort‘, u-stem ‘calf; fawn’ (Bible+). In Genesis 18.7 it renders Gr. uooxapıov (see also 

Clackson 1994: 153). In Canticum 2.9, 2.17, 8.14: ort'uc' elanc' = Gr. veßp® 
&Aáoov. That ort‘ also refers to the young of ein(ik) ‘hind’ is corroborated by later 
attestations too, see, e.g., Mnac‘akanyan 1977: 12, 14, 18. Cf. also ein-ort‘ in 
Evagrius, etc. In the Alexander Romance: y-efn-ort‘-unc‘ [H. Simonyan 1989: 
1727]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects (mainly with dimin. -ik or -uk) with initial: (1) v- : 
Moks, Van, Salmast, Larabat, Marala; (2) A- : Aslanbek, Ham&en, T‘iflis, Axalc'xa, 
Ardvin, Karin, Xarberd, Mus, AlaSkert, Svedia; (3) f- : Suc‘ava, Nor Naxijewan, 
Sebastia, Ararat [HAB 3: 579a]. 

Agulis drt'uk reflects *ort uk, cf. otner ‘feet’ > átnar, oski ‘gold’ > áski [Aéafean 
1935: 63]. 

Kak‘avaberd has h>/urt‘ in three villages and vaert‘ only in Agarak [H. Muradyan 
1967: 181b]. Karéewan has vaert‘ TH. Muradyan 1960: 202b]. 

Ardvin hort‘ refers to ‘bear-cub’ [HAB 3: 579a]. 
eETYM Compared with Arm. ordi, GDSg ordwoy ‘son, etc.’ (q.v.) and Gr. zdptic, 
-10g f. ‘calf, young heifer (younger than dapGAn), young cow [rarely masculine]; 
(metaphorically) young maiden’, zópic, -10¢ ‘id.’, zópzaéc f. ‘calf , Skt. prthu-ka- m. 
‘boy, the young of any animal’, etc., see de Lagarde 1854: 27-^*; Hübschmann 
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1897: 483 (“unsicher”); Pedersen 1905: 202; 1906: 360, 370 = 1982: 64, 138, 148; 
HAB 3: 578-579; Lidén 1933: 44; Saradzeva 1980b: 232; Jahukyan 1987: 143, 186. 
Arm. ordi matches Gr. zópzic, -10¢. The connection of ort‘ is problematic since the 
aspirated dental in ort‘ vs. regularly voiced -d- in ordi is unclear, and the Skt. word 
is young; see Mayrhofer 1961: 180-181 (with mention of the connection with ort‘ 
‘vine’ suggested by Paul de Lagarde). 

To explain the aspirated -t‘ in ort‘, one has to start with *portH-, although Skt. 
prthu-ka- is not reliable; see Kortlandt 2003 (« 1976): 1-2; Beekes 2003: 202. I 
hypothetically reconstruct a PIE HD *-h,-stem feminine: NSg *pórt-eh;, GSg 
*prt-h;-ós > PArm. *órd-a-, obl. *hart"-. The Arm. nominative (as well as Skt. 
prthu-ka-, if indeed related) took over the aspirated *-/^- from the oblique stem 
exactly like in the PIE word for ‘path, road, ford’: NSg *pónt-eh;-s, GSg "pnt-h;-ós 
: Skr. panthäs, Arm. hun < *pontH- (q.v.) For more examples of such a 
paradigmatic leveling in PIE H-stems, see 2.2.2.6. For other views, see Ravnzs 
1991: 130, 147, 152; Elbourne 2000: 17. For Arm. suffixal *-/ resulting from PIE 
Str *h> cf. especially analut‘ ‘a kind of deer, hind’, which is semantically close 
to ort‘ ‘calf; fawn’ (see s.v. and 2.3.1). 

Arm. fem. *ord-a- may still be seen in awri-ord, a-stem ‘virgin’ (Bible+), q.v. 

As we have seen, dial. *hort‘, with an initial h-, is present in numerous dialects 
ranging from extreme NW (Aslanbek, Hamsen) and N (T‘iflis, etc.) to extreme SW 
(Svedia) and SE (Kak‘avaberd), as well as to the centre (Alaskert, etc.). If the initial 
f- goes back to h- (see 2.1.16.2), the spread of the h-form becomes overwhelming. 
We are left with a small group of SE dialects which belong to the 7" group. Note 
that almost all of these dialects, except for Larabal, etc., would have *xort' from 
*hort' [H. Muradyan 1982: 271]. The initial h-, thus, must be taken seriously. I 
assume that the above-mentioned PArm. paradigm (NSg ort‘ < *ord-a-, obl. *hart"-) 
was still alive at a period prior to the 5" century. The h- of the oblique stem has been 
eliminated in the classical language and in most of the SE dialects, whereas the other 
dialects have generalized it. 

If this analysis is accepted, we are dealing with a remarkable case of two 
chronologically different processes of generalization of the oblique stem: (1) PArm. 
*órd-, obl. *hart"-; the aspirated *-/^- spreads over the nominative: *ord- > ort‘; (2) 
proxi-Classical ort‘, obl. "hart'-; the initial h- spreads over the majority of the 
dialects. 


ori, wo- or ea-stem: GSg. orwoy in Hexaemeron 8 (according to NHB 2: 531a, also 
GDP! ore-a-c ‘, but without ref.) ‘raven’ (Bibe+). 

Gr. xöpa£ ‘raven’ is rendered by agraw, the principal Armenian word for ‘raven’, 
in Leviticus 11.15 (Zohrapean 1805: 213; Wevers 1986: 127; cf. 1997: 148), but by 
the rare synonym ori in Deuteronomy 14.14 (Cox 1981: 136; Wevers 1977: 195; 
1995: 246); cf. also s.v. analut‘ ‘a kind of deer’. 

A few attestations in Hexaemeron: NSg ori, GDSg (z-Jorw-o-y, NPI ori-k‘ (K. 
Muradyan 1984: 273-!!, 280-'^, 268'!, 268.5 respectively). Also here ori renders Gr. 
kópač ‘raven’ (K. Muradyan 1984: 3594). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 580b) rejects all the comparisons, including the one with 
Goth. ara ‘eagle’ (Pictet), and leaves the origin open. Compare Gr. ópvig m. ‘bird’, 
Goth. ara, OIc. orn ‘eagle’, Olr. irar ‘eagle’, Lith. erélis ‘eagle’, OCS orole ‘eagle’, 
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Hitt. haras, haran- c. ‘eagle’ (Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 173a, for the 
semantic field cf. cay, HAB s.v.). Further, see Beekes 1969: 140; Greppin 1978: 
197-198; 1988: 185;; Polomé 1980: 26. 

One may reconstruct an original root noun of static inflexion (cf. PIE nom. 
*pod(s) ‘foot’ vs. acc., etc. *ped-: Gr. zone, noöog, Lat. ped, pedis, Arm. het vs. ot-, 
etc.; PIE nom. *uök”-s ‘voice’ vs. *uoK"-: Lat. vox vs. Gr. acc. Gro, dat. -I, see 
Beekes 1995: 189, cf. Schrijver 1991: 121, 135): nom. *h30r-s, obl. *h;er-. The 
paradigm would yield PArm. Zur vs. *hor- >> Sur vs. or-. The old nominative has 
been preserved in Arm. reduplicated urur, and the oblique *h3er- is seen in IE n- 
stem ‘eagle’ and BSlav. *h3er-il-, as well as in Armenian reduplicated oror. In view 
of the absence of corroborative evidence outside Armenian, however, this must be 
regarded as highly hypothetical. 


orlor ‘a kind of bird’, only in Commentary on Genesis by Vardan Arewelc‘i (13^ 
cent.). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 581a; cf. V. Arak'elyan 1984a: 145-146) wonders whether 
orlor is a corruption for or lor “that <...> lor ‘quail’” and mentions no etymological 
attempt. 

The form is not necessarily a corruption. We may be dealing with conflation of 
oror ‘gull’ and lor ‘quail’ (q.v.), cf. Are& hülör, Samaxi halör, Goris ülór, as well as 
Malat‘ia ulurik. An alternative comparison with BSlav. *or-il- ‘eagle’ (see s.v. ori 
‘crow’), applying a metathesis r.../> /...r, would be uncertain. 


*orj-i- ‘testicle’: orj, i-stem: GDPI orj-i-c‘ (Geoponica, 13" cent.) ‘male’ said of 
people and animals (Bible), ‘very hard, rugged, fruitless’ (Step'anos Orbelean, etc., 
cf. also orj-a-k'ar below); mi-orj-i ‘having one testicle’ (rendering Gr. uóvopyic in 
Leviticus 21.20); y-orj, i-stem: IPl y-orj-i-w-k' (Hosea 5.6) ‘male sheep, ram’ in 
Hosea 5.6 (corresponding to Gr. zpoßarov) and Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i 
[NHB 2: 372b]; orj-i-k* ‘testicles’ in ASxarhac ‘oyc‘ (Soukry 1881: 44-5); MidArm. 
orj-i-k* *uncastrated men’ in Mxit‘ar Goš, *uncastrated animals’ in Geoponica [NHB 
2: 532b; HAB 3:m 582b; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 236b]; xol-orj(n) ‘orchis’ (q.v.); dial. 
*am-orj-i-k* ‘testicles’ (q.v.). 

The compound orj-a-k‘ar ‘hard stone’, with k‘ar ‘stone’, is attested in the Bible, 
Zgon-Afrahat, Vardan Arewelc‘i [NHB 2: 532b], and Movses Xorenac‘i 2.8, 2.42, 
(191321991: 115'^, 1685 241°). 
eDIAL The adjective orj *male' is dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 3: 583a]. In Larabat 
and Karin it refers to ‘hard (of radish used as seeds)’ and ‘hard, rugged (said e.g. ofa 
woman)’, respectively [HAB 3: 582b]; cf. *orj-a-tu, lit. probably ‘given to the male’ 
or perhaps better ‘(hard plant) given as seed’, is found in Larabat verc ‘dtu ‘a fruit 
tree that has become fruitless’ (Davt‘yan 1966: 448; cf. Acarean 1913: 864a), and 
Metri əřjétu ‘fruitless, sterile’ (Alayan 1954: 283a). Moks worc' means “030PHHK, 
mischievous person' [Orbeli 2002: 340]. 

Ararat, Širak, Mus, Van Sort ‘a two-year-old male sheep’ [Amatuni 1912: 534a] 
may be compared with ClArm. y-orj ‘ram’ (see below and s.v.). 

Zeyt‘un *orj is the name of a star = Turk. erk‘dk‘ [Aéarean 1913: 863-864]. On 
literary testimony for orj ‘male’ and eg ‘female’ stars, see NHB 2: 532b. 
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In a version of the epic Sasna cter (SasCr 2/2, 1951: 657), a thin but very strong 
brook that penetrates throughout the river Murad-Aracani is characterized as vórc ' 
jur *male water'. 

ClArm. orj-a-k'ar "hard stone' is represented in extremely eastern and western 
dialects: Larabat, Hadrut‘, Satax-Xcaberd vorc'ák'ar, Mehti&en vaerc 'ak'ár 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 448], Goris varc‘ak‘ar [Margaryan 1975: 356b], Sebastia, Karin 
*orj-k'ar [Gabikean 1952: 447; HayLezBrbBar 4, 2007: 358b]. 
eETYM Since Hübschmann (1877: 23, 25, 33; 1897: 483), derived from the PIE 
word for ‘testicle’: Gr. dpyic, -ecc, lon. -10¢, NPI Att. öpyeıs, lon. ópyieg m., 
frequently in plural ‘testicles’ (in females ‘ovaries’)'”, Av. arazi m. dual ‘testicles’ 
(Bartholomae 1904: 352), Hitt. arki-, NPL ar-ki-i-e-es ‘testicle’, ärk-' / ark- ‘to 
mount sexually’, Olc. argr ‘indecent, bad, libidinous, passive homosexual’ (on this 
and other words, see especially Watkins 1975: 14ff; Puhvel 1982: 182-183; Polomé 
1998; Petit 2006; cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 249), Lith. erZilas, dial. arZilas 
‘stallion’ vs. dial. erzus, arzus ‘ardent, voluptuous, lustful’, Russ. érzat' ‘to fidget, 
abrade', Alb. herdhé f. ‘testicle’, MIr. uirgge f. ‘id.’, Toch. B erkatstse adj. 
‘testiculate’ < *erk- ‘testicle’, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 782; Watkins 1975; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 498), 817 = 1995, 1: 418;, 716; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
507a, 508b; 2006: 184; Adams 1999: 95). 

Slavic "ke(r)norze ‘boar’ has been interpreted as composed of *korn(o)- 
‘maimed, mutilated’ (secondarily associated with *krH- ‘to cut’, see Derksen 1996: 
226-227) + independently unattested *orzd ‘testicle’, thus ‘with amputated testicles’ 
(see EtimSlovSlavJaz 13, 1987: 234-235 with literature and a discussion; cf. Petit 
2006: 356, 359-360). In view of the semantic controversy, ‘(uncastrated) boar’ vs. 
‘castrated’, Bankowski 1989 is sceptical about the first component of the compound. 
Compare, however, Georg. werz- ‘ram’, dial. ‘a sexually immature or a castrated 
ram’ (see below). 

Hittite arki- is derived from *h;or$"-i- (for a discussion and references, see 
Puhvel 1982: 182-183; HED 1-2, 1984: 142-143; Kimball 1987: 186, 189, 1906; 
Melchert 1987: 20f; Eichner 1988; Vine 2005: 274-275, 275g]; Kloekhorst 2006: 85- 
86; 2008: 203) or, more probably, in view of its consistent short a- from zero-grade, 
béit (Kloekhorst 2006: 89; cf. Lindeman 1997: 514, with ref). The verb ärk-' / 
ark- ‘to mount sexually’ reflects *hzorg”- / *h3rg'- (Kloekhorst 2006: 89; 2008: 
203). The reconstruction *h,org"i- (see Watkins 1975; Lindeman 1997: 50-51; Olsen 
1999: 195) is less probable (on the problem of Lith. e-, see Kloekhorst 2006: 89 and 
2008: 203 with references). 

Alb. herdhé f. ‘testicle’ reflects *e-grade (Hirt 1899: 58) and is now mostly 
derived from *h zerg"- (for references and a discussion, see Kortlandt 1986: 40, 44 = 
2003: 70, 73; Beekes 1988: 101; Demiraj 1997: 199). The reconstruction of a *h;- 
(Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 507b, 508a; Adams 1999: 95) seems 
unnecessary. 

In view of the absence of an initial h- (see 2.1.16), Arm. orj-i reflects *h;ró^-i- 
(Beekes 1988: 77) or, more probably, *h;or$"-i-, as Gr. dpyic, Olr. uirgge, etc. (see 
Rix 1970: 93-94; Kortlandt 1983: 12; 1986: 40, 44 — 2003: 42, 70, 73; Greppin 


108 The connection with Gr. ópyic has been suggested already in NHB 2: 532b. 
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1988-89: 479; Beekes 1988: 101; 2003: 157, 184, 188). Hübschmann (1877: 25;; cf. 
Jahukyan 1982: 124) explains Arm. orj ‘male’ as ‘qui testiculos habet’. Olsen (1999: 
195) assumes a *b"orös-derivative, *h,org”ös ‘mounter’ (on which see also Watkins 
1975: 15), based on the verb which is reflected in Hitt. ark- ‘to mount sexually’, etc. 

In order to explain the preservation of -i- in orj-i-k' one may assume an influence 
of the productive suffix -i-k' (on which see Greppin 1975: 99; Jahukyan 1987: 231; 
1998: 28; Olsen 1999: 493-499). It is tempting to alternatively assume an underlying 
PArm. dual *orj-i from IE *A;(o)r$"-ih;, cf. Av. arazi m. dual ‘testicles’. The form 
orji-k' is to be derived then from QIE */A;(o)r$"-ih;-es > *orj-i-eh (with penultimate 
accentuation) > orj-i-k '. 

Georgian-Zan *werz,- ‘male, ram’: Georg. werz- ‘ram’ (corresponding to Gr. 
kpióc and Arm. xoy ‘ram’ in Leviticus 5.15 and 5.18) and Megr. erž- ‘male, ram’ 
(with Zan consonant shift 3, > 3), has been compared to PIE *uers- ‘male’ (Klimov 
1964: 84; 1994: 108-110; 1998: 52). According to Jahukyan (1987: 555, 590, 5915; 
1988, 2: 68-69), it may be treated as borrowed from Arm. orj ‘male’. For the 
puzzling vocalism of the Georgian-Zan form Jahukyan compares Georgian-Zan 
*werc xI- ‘silver’ which seems to be in a way related with Arm. arcat‘ ‘silver’ (q.v.). 

One may tentatively derive Georgian-Zan *werz;- ‘male, ram’ directly from Arm. 
y-orj ‘ram’ < ‘testicled, male’ (cf. also dial. Ararat, Širak, Mus, Van *orj ‘a two-year- 
old male sheep', Amatuni 1912: 534a). This seems more satisfying both formally 
and semantically. Arm. /iorj/ may have been realized as /uirj/ or /werj/, cf. Arm. 
xoyt‘ [xuyt‘] vs. Georg. xvit'k'i ‘crocodile’ [HAB 2: 414]. One finds a similar kind 
of anlaut alternation in a few lexical pairs: yoyg vs. veg ‘a playing bone’, *yusap vs. 
visap ‘dragon’, yuskaparik vs. vskaparik ‘a mythical being’, etc. Note that the loss of 
the word-initial w- in Megrelian needs an explanation (Klimov ibid.). Perhaps this 
too can be explained by the anlaut of Arm. yorj ‘ram’. The assumption on the 
Armenian origin of the Georgian-Zan term for ‘ram’ (or the Georgian and Megrelian 
words taken separately) is not something unexpected. Note Georg. arni *wild sheep' 
and buc’i ‘lamb’ which have been borrowed from Arm. arn ‘wild ram" and buc 
‘lamb’ respectively, the Armenian forms being of IE origin (see s.vv.; cf. Jahukyan 
1987: 555). 

Arm. y-orj, i-stem “male sheep, ram’ (Hosea 5.6), with the prefix y- from PIE 
*hen- ‘in’, perfectly matches Gr. év-opyic ‘provided with testicles, uncastrated’, cf. 
£v-opy-oc, Ev-Opx-ns meaning also ‘buck’. We can posit an Armeno-Greek *h;en- 
h3oré"i- ‘uncastrated, male (ram or buck)’. 

Gr. öpxıs ‘testicle’ denotes also the plant ‘Orchis papilionacea, Orchis 
longicruris’, so called from the form of its root. Remarkably, PArm. *orj-i- ‘testicle’ 
too is found in a compound designation of this plant, see s.v. xol-orj ‘orchis’. Here 
again we may be dealing with an Armeno-Greek innovation, although one cannot 
exclude the possibility that the semantic shift has taken place in two languages 
independently. 


10 According to Rayfield (1988: 240), in the Georgian Khevsureti dialect verzi refers to a 
sexually immature or a castrated ram. For the semantic controversy ‘uncastrated’ vs. 
‘castrated’ compare Slavic *ke(r)norze ‘boar’ probably from ‘with amputated testicles’ (see 
above). 
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orm, o-stem: GDSg orm-o-y, ISg orm-o-v, GDPl orm-o-c ‘, IPl orm-o-v-k‘ (abundant 
in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 1205); ormn (1 Kings 18.11), NPI ormun-k‘ ‘wall’ 
(Sirach 23.26), APl ormun-s (Paterica) ‘wall’; *orm dial. ‘fence’. 

Derivatives: orm-ac ‘fence’ in P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 (1883=1984: 102"; transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 143): mot yormacs argeloc'ac'n orsoyn érioc‘n “near the fence 
enclosing the hunting [ground]”; orm-z-orm-ayn adv. ‘from one wall to another’ in 
Cyril of Jerusalem; ormem ‘to encircle with a wall’ in Xosrov Anjewac‘i, etc. [NHB 
2: 532-533; HAB 3: 583]. 

Probably the place-name Orm-e, Orm-i (q.v.), a town with a fortress west of Lake 
Urmia, belongs here as well. Note that both the location of this town-fortress and the 
dialectal distribution of the appellative orm ‘wall, fence’ point to the SE of the 
historical Armenia. 

eDIAL Moks worm ‘wall’, espec. ‘wall of a garden’, Jula vorm, Xotorjur vorm, 
Agulis urman [HAB 3: 583b], Metri hurm [Alayan 1954: 45, 96, 283a], Karéewan 
haérma [H. Muradyan 1960: 37, 66, 202b], Kak'avaberd hurma, hérma [Muradyan 
1967: 50, 98, 182a]. Note that the last three dialects show an initial h-. The 
Karéewan, Kak'avaberd, and Agulis forms point to *(h)ormn. 

See also s.v. *arormi (dial.) ‘a log or wooden framework that supports the wall or 
the ceiling of a house’. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 583b. A derivation from 
*ork-mo- (cf. Lat. arceo ‘to keep off, prevent, protect’, etc., see s.v. argel 
‘hindrance; prison’; cf. Osthoff 1898: 54-64) has been suggested (see Pokorny 1959: 
66; Jahukyan 1987: 113, 233-234; Olsen 1999: 27, 765f). Olsen (ibid.) posits 
*h;ork-(s)mo- with a question-mark. This etymology is uncertain. 

Jahukyan (1987: 552) states that the IE origin of orm seems more probable to him 
than the Iranian one, although he does not specify the latter etymology. Probably he 
means the etymology of Bailey (1979: 226a), according to which Arm. orm ‘wall’ 
and Georg. ormo ‘hole, pit’ (on the latter, see also HAB 3: 583b, sceptical) are 
Iranian loanwords, cf. Oss. werm/werme ‘hole-pit; cellar" (on which see Cheung 
2002: 241). 

Jahukyan (1990a: 3-4) alternatively derives Arm. orm from QIE *sork-mo-, cf. 
Gr. öpkoç, ópkáv ‘fence’, etc. (on PIE *se/ork- ‘make a circle/hedge’, see 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 108a, 629a). This etymology is semantically more probable 
than the others. 

None of these etymologies is entirely convincing. I propose to revive the 
etymology of Bugge (1893: 22-23; cf. also Hiwnk'earpeyentean apud HAB s.v.) 
who links Arm. orm, o-stem ‘wall, fence’ with OCS xram» ‘temple’ and Gr. ópuoc 
m. ‘chain, necklace, lace’ (cf. also ópuaUóg m. ‘row, string, chain’) and reconstructs 
a PIE  *sor-mo-. For Armenian he assumes a basic meaning ‘der 
zusammengeflochtene, zusammengefügte'. This form derives from the verbal root 
*ser- ‘to line up, string’: Gr. eipo ‘to knit together’, Lat. sero ‘to line up, join, link’, 
Olr. sernaid ‘arranges’, sreth (< *srtä-) ‘row’, etc. (see s.v. yerum ‘to line up’). 

Hiibschmann (1897: 483) rejects this etymology pointing out the problem of the 
Slavic initial x- and not mentioning Gr. ópuoc m. ‘chain, necklace, lace’. Acaryan 
(HAB 3: 583b) likewise rejects the etymology and leaves the origin of Arm orm 
open. Presenting the etymology of Bugge, Acafyan confused this Gr. öpuog ‘chain, 
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necklace’ with the homonymous öpuog ‘anchorage, roadstead, harbour’, the origin 
of which is uncertain (see Frisk s.v.; Lubotsky 1988: 133). 

I conclude that PArm. *ormo- *wall, fence; row, string, circle" (^ orm, o-stem 
‘wall, fence’) goes back to IE *sor-mo- (cf. Gr. ópuoc m. ‘chain, necklace, lace"). 
For the semantic relationship cf. ModArm. and dial. Nor Bayazet patasar ‘waller’ 
(Malxaseanc‘ HBB 4: 58a; Acarean 1913: 899b) from pat Sarel ‘to line up a wall’, 
pat ‘wall’, in Larabat: ‘coil, skein, row’ [Acarean 1913: 898a; HAB 4: 33b]. 

In general, the additional -n is not necessarily old (cf. Weitenberg 1985). In the 
case of ormn, however, the following consideration may suggest that we are dealing 
with an Armeno-Greek rather than inner-Armenian innovation, although this is 
difficult to prove. 

The initial h- in some peripheral eastern dialects might be a relic of IE *s-. I 
therefore tentatively assume that beside PArm. *ormoy vs. Gr. ópuoc there also was 
pl. *her-mun-k' < *hermn < QIE *ser-mn, cf. Gr. Zouoro pl. ‘earhangers; sling’ from 
*ser-mn-t-h2. Subsequently, *her-mn (pl. -mun-k‘) was analogically replaced by 
ormn (pl. ormun-k‘) and dial. *hormn. 


orocam, oroce/im ‘to chew, ruminate’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects mostly as *orocal. Some peripheral dialects have 
initial a-: Ararat, T‘iflis ároc, Agulis, Larabat druc [HAB 1: 584-585]. 

eETYM Patrubány (1908: 26a) connected with Skt. rádati ‘to gnaw, bite, dig, 
scratch', Lat. rodere ‘to gnaw', radere 'to scratch, shave, smooth', etc. The 
Armenian form has been explained by *rod-ie-, see HAB 3: 584b (with some 
reservation); Jahukyan 1982: 62; 1987: 145, 188; Kortlandt 1994: 27 = 2003: 104. 
Olsen (1999: 764) considers the connection to be phonetically impossible *as *-di- 
regularly yields -c-". However, I subscribe to the view of Jahukyan and Kortlandt 
who consider *-di- > Arm. -c- to be the regular development (see 2.1.22.1). 

Lubotsky (1981: 134, 136) reconstructs PIE *reh;d- and explains the short vowel 
of the Sanskrit by loss of the laryngeal before voiced/glottalic stop plus consonant, 
cf. Vedic athematic imperative rátsi (on which see Baum 2006: 53-54, 157). In view 
of this, Kortlandt (1987: 63 — 2003: 77) considers the appurtenance of the Armenian 
to be difficult. Schrijver (1991: 309-310) eliminates Lat. rado and reconstructs 
*Hreh;d- for Lat. rodere and Skt. rádati. Lubotsky and Schrijver do not mention the 
Armenian verb. 

On the whole, the derivation *Hreh;d-ie- ‘to gnaw’ > orocem, orocam ‘to chew, 
ruminate’ (EArm. dial. *aroc) is possible, albeit difficult. The vocalism remains 
unclear, but this does not seem to be a decisive argument against the etymology. 
Perhaps the internal -o- of *oroc/aroc instead of *aruc is due to lowering influence 
of *a- onto *-u-. On the initial a- in *aroc, see s.v. arog(-) and 2.1.17. As far as the 
semantics is concerned, however, note that the Sanskrit verb basically refers to ‘to 
dig, furrow (a way), scratch’ (Lubotsky, p.c.; see also Baum 2006: 53-54, 157). 

[Vedic rátsi is the athematic imperative of the sigmatic aorist and may therefore 
be old (Lubotsky, p.c.). I wonder whether Arm. arac- ‘to pasture; to browse, graze’ 
(q.v.) belongs to this PIE root reflecting QIE sigm. aor. *Hr(e)Hd-s-. 


orot ‘thunder’ (Zak‘aria kat‘otikos, 9" cent.; “Paterica”, etc.); orotam ‘to thunder’ 
(Bible+). 


orj 543 


eDIAL Preserved in numerous dialects, of both ka- and um-classes. Polis has aradum, 
orordum ‘noise, fight’ [HAB 3: 587b; Acaryan 1941: 237]. Further, note Svedia 
girdil, Larabat and Goris ardtal, and Agulis arat! [HAB 3: 587b; Acaryan 2003: 
583]. According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 587b), the initial g- of the Svedia form is the 
frozen k-particle of the indicative present. I wonder, however, whether it has not 
resulted from contamination with goram ‘to dare, fight" (Bible), in the dialects: ‘to 
shout loudly' and, especially, “to thunder'. Note especially Zeyt‘un (which is very 
close to Svedia) g ‘ardadil ‘to thunder’, which Aéaryan (2003: 304; HAB 1: 581a) 
derives from goram. 

For textual passages, see in a fairy-tale from Larabat (HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 37 
372-^y ergyink'yo arotac‘ “the sky thundered”. 

On Agulis, see below. 
eETYM Lidén (1906: 88-91) links with Slav. *Perunii “Thunder-god’, Ukr., Czech 
perun ‘thunder’, Lith. Perkiinas ‘Thunder-god’, perti ‘to beat’, Skt. přt- m. ‘battle, 
strife, fight’, YAv. parat- f. ‘battle’, etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 160, with 
no Armenian form), etc. He reconstructs *or-at- < *por-ad(o)-, comparing the -at 
with Goth. /auhat-jan *blitsen', and points out that the vowel of the suffix is due to 
assimilatory influence of the root-vocalism (on this, see 2.1.23). He also mentions 
the iterative -ot (cf. xoc‘-ot-em “wiederholt schlagen’) and treats orot as “eine 
postverbale Bildung zu orotam". 

This etymology is accepted by Meillet, Petersson (see HAB 3: 587b); Pokorny 
1959: 819; P. Friedrich 1970: 134; Jahukyan (1987: 144, 258, with reservation). For 
a further extensive discussion, see de Lamberterie 2006: 223-231. 
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or), i-stem: GDPI orj-i-c' (in Vkayk' arewelic ^), AbIPI y-orj-i-c‘ (Gregory of Nyssa, 
Yovhannes Öjnec‘i); o-stem (NHB 2: 537c without evidence) ‘den, lair’ (Bible+); 
denominative verbs orjanam ‘to live in a hole, hibernate, hide oneself as if in a lair’ 
(Movses Xorenac‘i, Philo, Gregory Nazianzenus, etc.), orjem ‘id.’ (Paterica), orjim 
‘id.’ (Mxit'ar GöS). 

Some textual illustrations: P‘awstos Buzand 4.13 (1883-1984: 9555: ew dadark‘ 
gazanac ' ew orjk' gazanac' ew orjk‘ borenic' “lairs and dens for wild beasts and 
hyenas”, translated by Garsoian (1989: 138^), 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.77(1913=1991: 216'5 transl. Thomson 1978: 224): 
orjac ‘eal yamurn Ani, ibr i kalati handartut 'ean toteal “He had ensconced himself 
in the fortress of Ani, as 1f hidden in a tranquil lair". 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 3: 587-588) rejects the comparison (Dervischjan 1877: 84) 
with Gr. Aoyn, Aoxum ‘lair of wild beasts’, Adyoc m. ‘ambush, childbed’, Germ. 
Lager, OCS loze ‘bed, den’ from *Jog"-io-, SCr. lög ‘lair, den, riverbed’, etc. (on 
which see EtimSlovSlavJaz 15, 1988: 245-250; 16, 1990: 124-128) and leaves the 
origin ofthe Armenian word open. 

The etymology of Derviscjan is indeed untenable. The forms derive from IE 
*Jeg"- ‘to lie’ (Mallory/Adams 1997: 352a). A QIE *log"-io- (cf. OCS lože ‘bed, 
den’) or fem. *log"-i(e)h>- (cf. Gr. Aoyý ‘lair’) would yield Arm. *e/o-foj-. One 
might assume a back loan from a substratum language with *-//r- vacillation and 
speculate on a HD i-stem: nom. *rög"-öi, gen. *rg"-i-ös > PArm. *yowg-u, gen. 
*orj- >> *or(u)j- (cf. 2.2.2.4), but this is, of course, highly uncertain. 
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More promising is the etymology by Olsen (1999: 192-193) who posits QIE 
*por-io- or *por-ih;-, derived from IE *per- ‘to get through’, cf. Gr. zeipw ‘to 
perforate, pierce, pervade’, zópoc m. ‘passage, ford, narrowing’, etc. Since Arm. orj 
has i-stem, we may assume *por-ihz-, obl. *p(o)r-iéh;- > PArm. *or-i-, obl. *orj-a- 
>> *orj-i-. The etymology may be considered at least as possible. 


ors, o-stem: GDSg ors-o-y, ISg ors-o-v (Bible, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, etc.); later also i-stem: 
GDP! ors-i-c' (Aristotle) ‘hunt, catch; hunted animal, game’ (Bible+), orsam ‘to 
hunt’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Mus, HamSen, Agulis, Larabat, etc. T‘iflis has 
hurs and vurs, Ararat — fors < *hors. The verb: Svedia irsil ‘to hunt’ [HAB 3: 588b]. 
Note also SamSadin, Krasnoselsk va‘rs vs. Ijewan, Dilijan fa’rs, fors [MeZunc‘ 1989: 
196a]. For Sam&adin, Xemé*yan (2000: 301b) records fors in the glossary, but in her 
texts hors is more frequent. 
eETYM The connection with Gr. zópxoc ‘a kind of fish-trap’ (Plato+) proposed by 
Patrubány (1904: 428) is adopted by Solta (1960: 428), Greppin (1974: 70), and 
Olsen (1999: 13), but Aéatyan (HAB 3: 588a) and Jahukyan (1987: 144, 187) accept 
it with reservation. 

Clackson (1994: 164) criticizes the etymology and advocates the suggestion of 
Acafyan, who connected ors with Lat. porcus ‘pig’, etc. (see HAB 3: 588, with 
criticism of Meillet). The semantic development would have been ‘(young pig)’ > 
‘animal for hunting’, or ‘game’ (preserved only in Armenian) > ‘(young) pig’ (see 
Clackson, ibid.). 

I propose an alternative etymology which seems semantically more attractive. 
Arm. ors (o-stem) may be connected with the Greek and Celtic words for ‘roe’: Gr. 
dopKac, -áóoc f. (Herodotus 7.69), Copxác (Herodotus 4.192), ddpé, óópxoc, Copé, 
iopxKog, etc. ‘a kind of deer, roe, antelope, gazelle’; Corn. yorch ‘roe’, MWelsh iwrch 
*roe-deer (caprea mas)'. The Greek d- and i-forms may be explained as being due to 
folk etymology after óZpxouo: and as a Celtic (Galatic) loan, respectively (see 
Schrijver 1995: 61; Beekes 2000: 22, 27). Vennemann (1998: 353-355) treats the 
Greek and Celtic words as loans from Vasconic languages, cf. Basque orkatz "deer, 
Pyrenean chamois’. For the semantics of the Greek, namely ‘roedeer’ : ‘antelope’, 
see Adams 1985: 276-278). On this Graeco-Celtic name for ‘roe deer, Capreolus 
capreolus’ and on the archaeological evidence for its denotatum, see Mallory 1982: 
212, 216-217. 

If one assumes a QIE *iork-o- (with a palatalized *-k-), Arm. ors, -o- would be a 
probable match. For the loss of the initial PIE *i- in Armenian, see 2.1.6. The basic 
meaning of the term would have been *wild animal, animal for hunting'. For the 
semantic restriction ‘wild animal’ > ‘(a kind of) deer’ seen in Greek and Celtic 
compare Engl. deer. Another example for the semantic field: Pahl naxcır, Parth. 
nxcyr ‘game, quarry, chase’ [MacKenzie 1971: 58] > Arm. naxcir ‘slaughter (in 
hunt of war)’ (P‘awstos Buzand, Elise, etc.) [HAB 3: 422a] : Pers. naxcir ‘hunting, 
the game; prey, chase, a wild beast; a mountain-goat’ [Steingass 1391b]. Wakhi 
naxcir, naxsir ‘fox’ borrowed from Tajik naxcir ‘wild animal’ (for these and other 
Iranian forms, see especially Edelman 2003: 122, 123). 
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*é'asum probably ‘blind mole-rat’. 

eDIAL I find the word only in the dialect of Svedia: ¢‘dsseuwm. According to 
Andreasyan (1967: 161-162), it reflects Armenian (otherwise unknown) *c ‘asum 
and denotes a mouse-like animal bigger than the mouse but smaller than the rat, 
which, unlike the rat, has a short tail, burrows like the mole, gathering the dug-out 
earth here and there in earth-heaps, and feeds on vegetables and crops. Very often it 
is used to reprove children caressingly, as well as in a curse. Further, Andreasyan 
points out that few people saw or can specify *c asum, so this animal is considered 
mostly as mysterious. 

I think, this animal fits in well with the description of the kind of mouse called 
kuramuk (see Ananyan, Hay KendAsx 2, 1962: 74-78) literally “blind-mouse’, 
which lives underground and burrows like the mole, making earth-heaps on the 
ground, feeds on plants, and, according to the three pictures (which, however, are 
ambiguous, since in the first two of them no tail is seen, and in the third one the tail 
is not drawn completely), probably has a short tail. Cf. k'oramuk, in Baigirk“ hayoc‘ 
as synonymous to z/siws and xlurd ‘mole’ [Amalyan 1975: 103", 368%"); 
*koyr-muk ‘mole’, lit. ‘blind mouse’ (Sebastia), cf. Kurd. maskikor [Acarean 1913: 
59]b]. For the semantic relationship between ‘mouse and the like’ and ‘mole’ cf. 
also ambewt, wich in Xotorjur means both "mole" and *field-mouse'. 

I conclude, that *č ‘asum probably means ‘blind mole-rat'. 
eETYM Stating that this animal is in fact unknown and mysterious to many people, 
Andreasyan (1967: 161-162) suggests a connection to Arm. jasm, a hapax used in 
Anania Narekac‘i (10^ cent.), itself of uncertain meaning (probably ‘a mythic being, 
ghost’) and of unknown origin (see HAB 4: 123b). Furthermore, it is semantically 
remote and phonologically incompatible. 

The animal under discussion is obviously distinct from the weasel. For the 
description of the latter I refer to Ananyan, HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 163-171. In some 
respects, however, such as the size (both are smaller than the rat; pertaining to the 
weasel, see Ananyan, op. cit. 164), there is a certain resemblance. If *¢‘asum refers 
indeed to the *blind mole-rat', one might add more resembling characteristics such 
as being fierce and having a (more or less) valuable fur. For the semantic 
relationship between ‘mouse; rat’ and ‘weasel’ cf. ak'is ‘weasel’, dial. also ‘rat’, 
also mkn-ak ‘is, the exact match (perhaps a calque) for uvyaññ ‘field mouse’; see s.v. 
ak ‘is. 

Bearing in mind what has just been said, I propose to relate *¢‘asum to *Hkek- 
‘weasel’ (late IE and/or of substratum origin), from which, I think, Arm. ak ‘is and 
Olnd. kasika-, kasa- originated. Pahl. kakum ‘white weasel’ (cf. also Arm. kngum 
and k ‘ak 'um) may be derived from the same etymon via a centum intermediary. For 
more detail, see s.v. ak‘is. The regular Iranian satom outcome of this *(H)kekVm 
would be *casum, which amazingly coincides with Arm. *c'asum. Even if no trace 
of such a satom form is found in Iranian languages, Arm. (< Iran.) *c'asum would 
prove the existence of the Iranian form and may testify the reconstruction of *Hkek- 
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based on the Armeno-Indo-Iranian material, as well as on the indirect centum 
evidence. (Cf. Arm. vaz- vs. va(r)g- ‘to run’). 

One wonders why the velar is palatalized in Iranian, whereas in Armenian and 
Indo-Aryan it is not. The answer might be that in Armenian and Indo-Aryan, the 
palatalization was blocked by dissimilatory influence of the palatal *-k- at later 
stages of the independent development of the latter languages, after separation of 
Indo-Iranian. 


Cir ‘dried fruit? (only in a medieval glossary); &‘or, o-stem: AblSg i c'or-o-y 
(Aristotle), GDPI c'or-o-c ' (Philo); i-stem: GDPI c'or-i-c ' (Ephrem) ‘dry’ (Bible+). 
e dial Both c'ir and c'or are widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 629, 630b]. 
eETYM Since NHB (2: 576a, 577b) and Dervischjan (1877: 87), ¢‘ir and d'or are 
connected with each other, as well as with Gr. čspóv n. ‘terra firma’, Enpd¢ ‘dry; 
withered, lean; fasting’, Skt. ksara- ‘caustic, biting, corrosive, acrid, pungent, 
saline’, etc. (see Hübschmann 1897: 485; Pedersen 1906: 429 = 1982: 207; 
Grammont 1918: 215; HAB 4: 629, 630; Kortlandt 1995: 15 = 2003: 108). 

Hübschmann (with a question mark) and Aéaryan (ibid.) posit *ksero- and 
*ksoro-. The etymology has been doubted because one traditionally expects Arm. c‘ 
from PIE *ks or *sk (see Olsen 1999: 965, 965,1). Clackson (1994: 182), too, 
considers the etymology to be doubtful. In order to solve the problem, Jahukyan 
(1987: 133, also with a question mark) posits *k(s)iero- and *k(s)ioro-, which is not 
corroborated by any cognate form. Mayrhofer (EWAia 1, 1992: 430) considers the 
connection of the Sanskrit with the Greek to be “unglaubhaft”. For a further 
discussion on this etymon, see Schrijver 1991: 338-339. 

In my view, there is no solid reason to doubt the connection of the Armenian 
forms at least with the Greek. In 2.1.12 I try to demonstrate that č“ is the expected 
reflex of the PIE/QIE initial *ks-. 


C'ogay, see s.v. Cu. 


&or-k‘ (pl. tant.), acc. C‘or-s, gen.-dat. c'or-i-c' (Bible+), IP] C‘or-i-w-k‘ (Eusebius of 
Caesarea) "Tour" (Bible); frozen acc. C‘ors ‘four’ (Cyril of Jerusalem, etc.); c*or-ir 
‘fourth’ (Ezekiel 5.12, etc.), C‘or-r-ord, a-stem: gen.-dat. C‘orrord-i, instr. C‘orrord- 
a-w, loc. i C‘orrord-um ‘fourth’ (Bible+); compositional C‘orek‘-, C‘ork‘- (Bible), 
č‘ors- (Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.); k'ar- ‘four’ and k‘arasun ‘forty’ (q.v.). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly as a frozen acc. C‘ors. The form c 'ork' is 
reflected in Antiok* C‘uk‘, Juta dé ot, Larabat C‘örk‘, Agulis, Metri ¢‘urk‘ [HAB 3: 
632a]. 
eETYM From PIE *k"etuores ‘four’: Skt. NPI. m. catváras (-à- due to Brugmann's 
Law), API catüras, NAPI n. catvari, NAPI f. cátasras < *k"etesres, YAv. cavparo, 
ManSogd. ctf’r, Buddh. ctf'r, MPers. NPers. Cahar, Toch. A stwar and B stwer < 
PToch. *s(ä)twer, Gr. téocapec, Dor. NWGr. réropec, Lat. quattuor, Olr. ceth(a)ir, 
Goth. fidwor, Lith. keturi, OCS cetyre; note also Arm. k‘ar- (q.v.). See Klaproth 
1831: 107a; NHB 2: 580a, 990c; Hübschmann 1897: 485, 503; Charpentier 1909: 
244; HAB 3: 631-632 and 4: 555-556 with rich lit.; Pokorny 1959: 643; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 526-527; Mallory/Adams 1997: 401; Adams 1999: 641-642. For a 
general discussion of this PIE word, see Beekes 1987d. 
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For a discussion of C‘or-k‘ < *k"etuores ‘four’ vs. k'ar- < *k'tur- (q.v.), the 
development *-es > -k' in erek‘ ‘three’ and C‘ork‘ ‘four’ and other issues, see, apart 
from the references above, Meillet 1892: 162; 1936: 70, 79, 100; O. Haas 1940: 101; 
Pisani 1975: 96; Stempel 1994: 8; Kortlandt 1975: 43; 1983: 14; 1994a: 254-256; 
1996a: 57 = 2003: 10, 44, 99-101, 118; Ravnes 1991: 89, 99; Clackson 1994: 183; 
Olsen 1999: 54, 482 (on ¢‘orir), 628, 786; Beekes 2003: 176, 190, 194, 199. We may 
posit *k”etores with dissimilatory loss of *-u- as in Gr. Dor. NWGr. reropeg (Schmitt 
1981: 129). For the archaic vocalism of C‘orek‘-, see Schmitt 1981: 129. The i- 
declension is due to influence of erek‘ ‘three’ (Meillet 1936: 100; Schmitt 1981: 
129). 

PArm. zero-grade form *k"tur- > *k‘ar- is best explained through influence of the 
ordinal, cf. Ved. turtya- ‘fourth’, etc.; note also Arm. vat -sun ‘sixty’ vs. vec‘ ‘six’ 
(Kortlandt, see the references above). 

In order to explain the trilled -7- of k'ar-, Kortlandt 1994a: 254 = 2003: 99 
assumes an underlying *-rs- taken from k‘ar-ameay ‘quadrennial’ (attested in 
Eusebius of Caesarea) = *K"tur- + *smh;- (> Arm. am vs. Skt. sáma-). Others posit a 
‘long sonant’ *-r- (for references and a discussion, see Clackson 1994: 37-38, 41, 
47). None of these explanations is satisfactory. Jahukyan 1982: 42 does not offer a 
clear explanation. One might consider an influence of fem. *K"etesres. 


&u, o-stem: LocSg i c'u-i in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.), GDPI é‘u-o-c‘ in Grigoris 
Ar&aruni, 7-8" cent. [NHB 2: 580b], Grigor Narekac‘i 25.2 [Xa¢‘atryan/Lazinyan 
1985: 3407], IPI &'u-o-v-k' (var. &'wovk‘) in Hexaemeron 8 [K. Muradyan 1984: 
260 ^] ‘setting out, departure; campaign, expedition; military camp; journey’ 
(Bible+), ‘transmigration of birds’ (Hexaemeron, see above, also 278-6; &*uem, 
3sg.aor. c'ueac', 3pl.aor. c'uec ‘in ‘to go, set off, set forth, march off, break camp’ 
(Bible+); &‘og-, suppletive aorist of ert'am ‘to go; to set off (q.v.): Isg c'ogay 
(Paterica), imper. ¢‘og (John Chrysostom); secondary 1sg.pres. ¢‘ogam (Plato), inf. 
c 'ogal, etc. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 632a; see also Jahukyan 1959: 321), &u is an a- 
stem (later: o-stem). He obviously took into account IP] c&'uok' (= C‘uawk‘) in 
Hexaemeron and LocSg i ¢‘u-i in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (see NHB 2: 580b). However, the 
critical edition of Hexaemeron has only ¢‘u-o-v-k‘, var. C'wovk‘ (see above), and 
loc. i č‘u-i is also compatible with o-declension. 
eDIAL Xarberd c ‘vil, Sebastia (crypt.) č ‘vel ‘to go, set off’ [HAB 3: 633a]. 
eETYM Since long (Dervischjan 1877: 12, etc.), connected with Skt. cyav- ‘(to start) 
to move, stir; to undertake', cyautná- *undertaking, action, act, work’, hasta-cyuti- f. 
‘quick movement of the hand’, OAv. Sauuaite ‘to move’, YAv. fra-süiti- f. 
‘approach’, OPers. siyav- ‘to set forth, go, march’ (see Kent 1953: 211a; 
Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 143), Gr. oevouaı ‘to be in violent motion; to walk, 
rush (to). Arm. c'uem, c'og- and c'u are usually derived from *kieu-, *kiou- and 
*kiu-ti-, respectively [Hübschmann 1883: 48; 1897: 485-486; HAB 3: 632b; 
Pokorny 1959: 538-539; Schmitt 1981: 63, 70; Jahukyan 1987: 131; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 552-554; Mallory/Adams 1997: 506b; Cheung 2007: 40-42]. On 
c'og-, see further Klingenschmitt 1982: 277; Olsen 1999: 325g, 788. 

Arm. c'u is usually derived from *kiu-ti- (apart from the references above, see 
also Jahukyan 1982: 58, 21557; Beekes 2003: 206). In view of o-stem, however, one 
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should posit *kiu-to- (see also Olsen 1999: 41 and 41g, 783, 849, with literature and 
a discussion). Even an OArm. *c'uw- must have been reflected in writing as č ‘u. 

A QIE thematic *kieu-e-mi would hardly yield Arm. c 'uem. If the original aorist was 
athematic (see Klingenschmitt ibid.), one might posit a PArm. athematic present 
(analogical after the athematic aorist) *c 'eu-mi > c 'oy-mi from QIE *kieu-mi. In the 
course of thematization, *c‘oy-émi would give c'uem through the regular 
development pretonic -oy- > -u-. 

An Armenian-Indo-Iranian-Greek isogloss based on PIE *kei-. 


P 


pal ‘rock’, only in “Hawak‘aban anuanc' kat'ulikosac* Att‘amaray”: GDSg pali(-n) 
[HAB 4: 4a]; *pat ‘stone, rock’ (confused with pa? ‘ice, cold’ in NHB 2: 589b, 
correctly in HAB 4: 13), only in a compound with anjaw 'cave' as the second 
member: pat-anjaw 'stone-cave', attested in Movses Xorenac‘i 3.45 (1913= 1991: 
314-5 Thomson 1978: 307): ew araji drac‘ ayrin sep er ullord miapalal. ew i 
verust palanjaw k'uawor, or hayi yandunds xorajoroyn : “In front of the entrance to 
the cave there was a massive, vertical cliff, above which an overhanging grotto 
looked into the depths of the valley"; p#-pt-a-k ‘ar ‘immovable stone, rock’ in Nerses 
Lambronac‘i (12" cent.), with reduplication, see HAB 4: 90a; Jahukyan 1987: 114, 
251. 
eDIAL Mus, Bulanox, Aréóe$, Aparan, Nor Bayazet, Van, Old Juta pal ‘large, 
immovable (stone, rock)’; pal-pal k‘arer ‘large, immovable stones, rocks’; Bulanox 
pal cakat ‘large, projecting forehead’ [Aéarean 1913: 890; HAB 4: 4a]. Also ‘rock’ 
(subst.); see below. 

Since all the three literary attestations as well as the dialectal evidence display 
more or less straightforward association with the areas around Lake Van and SW of 
Armenian speaking territories, one may assume that pal% is a dialectally restricted 
word since the Classical period. 
eSEMANTICS Aéaryan (ibid.) mentions only the adjectival meaning of pal, whereas 
Amatuni (1912: 546b) records Mus, Bulanox, AlaSkert, Aparan, Širak, Sip‘an, Van 
pal (subst.) ‘large stone, rock; cliff’. Glossed as ‘rock’ also in SasCr 2/2, 1951: 
791a; SasCr 2000: 276; Madat'yan 1985: 236b. Textual illustrations for this 
substantival meaning: Haykuni 1902: 189''*; Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1958: 245); 
SasCr 2000: 156, 240 (several times); Amatuni, ibid. 

I conclude that the basic meaning of dial. pal is ‘rock’, which is corroborated by 
the literary attestations of pal and *pał. That a noun which means ‘rock’ can 
function as an attributive in the meaning ‘large, immovable (stone, rock)’ or the like, 
is not surprising; cf. Zayr ‘rock’ : dial. Zer-k'ar, learn ‘mountain’ : dial. ler-k'ar, vem 
“hard stone’ : dial. vem-k'ar [HAB s.vv.; Amatuni 1912: 246a]. Remarkably, our 
word, pal, appears not only as the attributive member of this construction (pal-k‘ar), 
but also as the nominal one, cf. Ala&kert Zer pal in SasCr 2000: 156.7. 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 4: 4a) connected Arm. pal% with Skt. bála- n. ‘power, 
strength, vigour’, Lat. de-bilis ‘weak, feeble’, Gr. BeAtepog ‘better’, OCS bolijo 
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‘bigger’ (cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 215, with lit.), Olr. ad-bal ‘mighty’, Alpian (pre- 
Romance) pala, balu ‘rock’, etc. 

This etymology, although accepted by Jahukyan (1987: 114), is not attractive. As 
we have seen, the basic meaning of the Armenian term is ‘rock’. The only form 
semantically matching the Armenian is pre-Romance pal(l)a ‘rock’. More probably, 
the latter belongs with Olr. ail (< *pal-i-?) ‘cliff, MIr. all (*plso-), OIc. fell 
‘mountain, rock’, OHG felisa ‘rock, cliff (< *palis-?) and Gr. zéAAa: Aivoc 
(Hesychius), which is usually derived from PGr. *zedoa and linked with Skt. 
pásaná- m. ‘stone, rock’, Kati parsi ‘cliff, mountain’, etc. [Specht 1947: 24, 153, 
156; Frisk 2: 499; Pokorny 1959: 807; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 744;; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 125; Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 548a; Beekes 2000: 
26” , 30]. 

Beekes (2000: 26"?! 30) notes that Gr. ziAa ‘rock’ and geddevc m. ‘stony land’ 
point to a non-IE origin and treats them as European substratum words linked with 
the Germanic, Celtic, and pre-Romance words. He mentions the following 
irregularities: ph", VIl, e/a. The Armenian forms, which remain unknown to scholars 
outside of Armenia, might belong here too. Note that a PIE *p- would not yield 
Arm. p-. I conclude that we are dealing with a Mediterranean and/or European 
substratum term. If Celtic *pal-i- and Germanic *pal-is- are reliable reconstructions, 
Arm. pal/- could be derived from PArm. *pal-i- (cf. GDSg pal-i), reflecting QIE 
*pal-i(s)-. 

The vocalism of Arm. *pi- requires an explanation. Acaryan (HAB 4: 90a) 
assumes a difference in ablaut. Similarly, Jahukyan (1987: 114) envisages zero- 
grade *-J- for pal and *-e- or *-o- for *pi-: *pil- or *pul, thus. However, this is 
improbable. Since pipiak‘ar in fact is a Middle Armenian form (Nersés 
Lambronac‘i, 12" cent.), one should rather look for an inner-Armenian explanation. 

In Middle Armenian one sometimes finds morphological or compositional 
polysyllables with syncope of two or even three -a-s, cf. e.g. gangat-awor 
‘complainant’ > ganktvor, datastanel ‘to judge’ > dat(a)stnel, vacarakan ‘merchant’ 
vacrkan, obl. vacrkn- (see Karst 1901: 42 f = 2002: 48f; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 139a, 
167-168; 2, 1992: 355a), erasanak ‘bridle’ > ersnak [C‘ugaszyan 1980: 72, several 
times], pakasuc 'anel ‘to diminish’ > pksuc‘anel, Hayrapet > Hrpet [H. Muradyan 
1972: 75]. Therefore, ptplak‘ar may simply come from *pat-pat-a-k‘ar. Compare 
dial. pal-pal k‘arer “large, immovable stones, rocks’ (see above). 


patat, ‘entreaty, supplication’ in Ephrem and dial. (see also s.v. patat), patatim ‘to 
entreat, supplicate’ (Bible+); patatank‘, GDPI patatan-a-c‘ ‘entreaty, supplication’, 
prob. also ‘prayer; solemn assembly, religious service’ (Bible+). 

patatim and patatank‘ are abundantly attested from the Bible onwards. 

The “pure” root patat is found in Ephrem: afaé‘ank‘ ew patat.''” In this form, it 
has been preserved in the dialects of C‘aylu and Marala; elsewhere in the dial. 
compounds atac ‘-patat and atat-paiat. 

In classical sources such as the Bible and Agat'angelos (8 773), palat- is 
frequently used next to afot‘k‘ ‘prayer’ (etymologically related with aac -, perhaps 
also with afat-); cf. also alöt's ew palatans matuc‘anéin araji srbuhwoyn 


1? For another possible attestation, see s.v. palat.. 
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(“Patmut‘iwn srboc' Hrip‘simeanc‘”; see MovsXorenMaten 1843: 299); zatöt ‘as 
surb zor palatik‘ (“Tataran”), etc. From these and some other passages (see NHB 2: 
589-590) one may conclude that pałat- also referred to ‘prayer’. The association 
between ‘supplication’ and ‘prayer’ is trivial. 

In Joel 1.14 and 2.15, patat-an-k‘ refers to ‘solemn assembly, religious service or 
ceremony’. These two similar passages read as follows: k'arozec 'ek' palatans ` Gr. 
knpúčate Vepaneiav [m RevStBible: “call a solemn assembly"]. Here Arm. 
palat-an-k' renders Gr. Üepazeía ‘service, attendance’. This usage seems to be 
parallel with that of the hitherto unnoticed patat, (q.v.), which, if my interpretation is 
correct, should join patatı. 

One finds palfet twice in "Zgon"/Afrahat: zpałēt alac'anok' and zjermerand 
paletn xndruacovk‘, note the parallelism of the synonyms a/ac'ank' and xndruac 
(both in IPI). It also appears as scribal variants to patat in Ephrem. The -ét can be 
explained by contamination with aet ‘grief, disaster, compassion’. 
eDIAL Preserved in the dialects of Nor Naxijewan, T‘iflis, Axalc‘xa, Ararat, Samaxi, 
Larabal, C'aylu, Marala, Salmast, Juta, Svedia, Sebastia. For (alac -)palat, see 
above. The “pure” root palat is only recorded in C‘aylu and Marala; see Davt‘yan 
1966: 456. Compare also Larabat *aneck -pleck' ‘curses’. See s.v. atat- ‘to lament, 
supplicate’. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 14a. 

Lap‘anc‘yan (1951b: 593-594; 1961: 115) compares with Hurr. pal- ‘to ask’. 
Jahukyan (1987: 423, 425) rejects it arguing that the Hurrian word appears to mean 
‘to know’. Earlier, however, he himself suggested basically the same connection but 
with a different, complicated scenario: patat is a deviant form with absence of the 
consonant shift, going back to IE *(s)pel- (see s.v. araspel), and the latter is 
connected with Hurr. and Urart. pal- ‘to know’; see Jahukyan 1967: 128, 128128; 
1967a: 24, 178,5. This all is uncertain. 


patat, prob. ‘religious / ceremonial recitation’. 

Only in “Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hrip‘simeanc‘” (see MovsXorenMaten 1843-1865: 
301): ew nok'a gnac'in i glux lerinn Palatoy, zor asein sastik yoyz i nma leal 
divac‘n, tun Aramazday ew Astlkay mecaréin. Ew yacax pastamambk‘ ton kardayin, 
or e Palat : “And they went to the summit of the mountain of Palat which, they said, 
abounded in devils, [and] they worshiped the sanctuary [lit. house] of Aramazd and 
Asthk. And they frequently recited ceremonial recitation (with religious service), 
which is (called) Palat". 

Alisan (1910: 53; see also Russell 1987: 159) cites the passage with significant 
differences. Here Palat is replaced by Pasat, which, according to Alisan, seems to 
be the correct reading. Russell (op. cit. 17939) notes that fawn is “probably a scribal 
error for tun "house", which seems unnecessary. The same has been suggested by 
Alisan (ibid.) who wrote kam tun “or tun” between brackets. 

One might conclude from the passage that palat, refers to ‘(a kind of) 
ceremonial/solemn recitation’ or ‘religious service performed by recitation’. 

The word is mentioned neither in NHB nor in HAB. 
eETYM Probably to be connected with paiat, ‘entreaty, supplication; prayer’ (q.v.), 
which in Joel 1.14 and 2.15 seems to refer to ‘solemn assembly, religious service or 
ceremony’. 
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The semantic shift ‘prayer’ > ‘religious service performed by recitation’ is 
typologically comparabe to that of tawn ‘feast’ (q.v.). The original meaning of the 
latter must have been ‘sacrificial meal’ (cf. Olc. tafn ‘sacrificial animal’, etc.). In the 
above-mentioned passage from “Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hfip‘simeanc‘”, tawn, directly 
equated to palat», is used with the verb kardam ‘to recite’ and, therefore, refers to 
the religious service performed by recitation. 

Note the mountain-name Patat of the same passage. Russell (1987: 1793,) follows 
Alisan in treating Pasat as the correct reading and interprets it as *past-Sat 
‘abounding in worship’. Note that the Armenian characters š : 7 are similar. 

Eremyan (1963: 36a, 77a), too, accepts the reading Pasat identifying the 
mountain with Assyrian Pasatu and modern Baset ‘-dat. 


pap, a-stem: GDPI pap-a-c ' (Philo), u-stem: GDSg pap-u (twice in Law Codex by 
Mxit‘ar Go&, 12-13" cent) ‘grandfather’ (Philo, Yovhan Mamikonean, etc.), 
‘patriarch, pope, etc.’ (Paterica, etc.); papay (Step‘anos Orbelean, 13" cent.); voc. 
pápa ‘father’ (Paterica); apopap ‘third grandfather’ (Mxit‘ar Goš, Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i) 
[HAB 1: 236b; 4: 25-26]; dial. *pap, pap-i(k), etc. ‘grandfather, father’. 
eDIAL The form pap ‘grandfather’ is widespread in the dialects. It refers to ‘father’ 
in Alaskert, Zeyt‘un, Tigranakert, etc. Note Alaskert pab ‘father’ vs. pabe 
grandfather’. Vocative: Goris pápi, Larabat papa‘, Agulis pópi [HAB 4: 25b]. 
eETYM Considered a loan from Middle Persian (cf. Pers. bab < *pab ‘father’, baba 
‘father, grandfather’, Pahl. papak ‘father’, etc.) and, in the religious sense, from Gr. 
narnog. The form apopap reflects Gr. ázó-zazzog “third grandfather’ [NHB 2: 
1045a; Hiibschmann 1897: 221, 341, 370, 514; HAB 1: 236b; 4: 25-26; Jahukyan 
1987: 582; L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 269a]. 

The forms apopap, pap in religious sense, and voc. pápa in Paterica obviously 
come from Greek. The Iranian origin of the rest is possible but improbable and 
unnecessary. Arm. pap(a/i) should be regarded as a nursery word of IE origin. That 
similar forms are found in many languages is already noted in NHB 2: 599c. Apart 
from the Iranian forms, note also Gr. zázza voc. ‘father’, mázzog ‘grandfather, 
ancestor’, Lat. papa ‘father; food’, Pal. papas ‘father’, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 789; 
Szemerényi 1977: 7-8; M. Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 195a). 

For the semantic fluctuation between 'father' and 'grandfather' and for the 
reduplicational pattern of nursery kinship terms, see s.vv. mam(a) 'grandmother, 
mother’, nan(a) ‘mother, grandmother’, tat(a) ‘grandmother, father, etc.’. See also 
s.v. dial. p ‘ap ‘a ‘bread, food’. 


papanjim ‘to grow dumb, speechless’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 26b]. On the nasal epenthesis of Goris 
pambanjvel [HAB, ibid.; Margaryan 1975: 358b], see 2.1.30.1. Aslanbek batbanjil 
[HAB, ibid.] is perhaps due to contamination with pa? ‘cold’. 

eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 1: 26a) treats as reduplication of *panj- ‘to bind’ linking it 
with pind ‘tight’, pndem ‘to tie, fasten’ (q.v.), cf. Skt. bandh- ‘to bind, fasten’, 
bandhá- m. ‘bond, fetter’ (RV+), Pahl. band-, bastan ‘to bind, fetter, fasten’, etc. 
For j he mentions cases like xand- : xanj ‘to singe’, xetd- ` helj- ‘to drown’, etc. but 
does not specify the origin of j. 
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Jahukyan (1982: 60-61) posits *b"nd”-i- or *b"nd”-s-. I think the former 
alternative is improbable. A possible trace of PIE *b"nd"-s- may be seen in Iran. 
*bad-s-, cf. Khwar. passive fsy-, psy- < *bad-s-ya-, pcßsy- < *pati-bad-s-ya- ‘to 
be/become bound’ (see EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 69, 72). 

One might also hypothetically posit a trace of reduplicated desiderative with -s- 
found in Indo-Iranian and Celtic (for a discussion and references, see Kulikov 2005: 
441). I wonder 1f Skt. bibhantsa- can corroborate my suggestion, although it is found 
only by lexicographers. I am indebted to L. Kulikov for checking the Sanskrit form 
and for a reference to his paper. 

For the semantics cf. arm-anam ‘to be stounded’ (q.v.), if from PArm. *arm- ‘to 
bind fast, tie, fit’ seen in y-arm-ar ‘fitting’, cf. Gr. éápuóco ‘to join, fit together; to 
bind fast". 


pind, o-stem: ISg pnd-o-v (John Chrysostom); a-stem: ISg pnd-a-w (Philo) ‘firm, 
dense, tight, strong, fastened’ (Bible); pndem, 1sg.aor. pnd-ec “i, 3sg.aor. pndeac ' 
‘to affirm, make firm, fasten’ (Bible+), pndim, 3sg.aor. pndec -a-w ‘to become firm, 
be encouraged’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, mostly in the meaning ‘firm, strong’; in Rodost‘o 
it means ‘dense’, said of e.g. porridge [HAB 4: 83a]. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. bandh- ‘to bind, fasten’, bandhá- m. ‘bond, fetter’ 
(RV+), Pahl. band-, bastan ‘to bind, fetter, fasten’, band-ak ‘servant, slave’, Parth. 
bnd, bndyst’n ‘prison’ (see Nyberg 1974: 43-44), Gr. neioua < *-sma- n. ‘rope, 
cord’, OHG bintan ‘to bind’, Goth. bandi ‘fetter, bond’, etc.; see also s.v. papanjim 
‘to grow dumb, speechless’ < ‘to be/become bound, tied up’; see HAB 4: 82-83 with 
references; Jahukyan 1987: 115-116. 

The initial p- points to Grassmann’s Law. Although we have no further secure 
examples of this law in Armenian (for a discussion, see Jahukyan 1969: 66; 1978: 
1763; further, see 2.1.24.1), I see no compelling reasons for rejecting this 
etymology. 

On the other hand, Arm. pind is considered an Iranian loan, cf. Khot. pindaa- 
‘lump’ (see Bailey 1955-56: 74-75; Perixanjan 1983: 53; Witzel 2003: 33). This is 
less probable (cf. L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 216-217). Olsen 1999: 965, 9654, puts 
Arm. pind in her list of words of unknown origin and adds: “Probably Iranian". 


ptuk o-stem (later GSg ptkan [HAB 4: 646a]) ‘bud; nipple’; ptke/im ‘to bud, 
germinate’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the meaning ‘nipple’ or ‘the uddar of a 
cow’. Van, Goris, Larabak ‘bud’. Nor Naxijewan, Polis, Rodost‘o, and Turkish- 
speaking Adana have *ptu? ‘nipple’ or ‘the uddar of a cow’. Note also Urmia, 
Salmast ptu? ‘nipple’ [GwrUrmSalm 2, 1898: 97]. According to Aéaryan (HAB 4: 
112a; 1941: 69'*”), this is due to contamination with ptud ‘fruit; pupil (of the eye); 
fingertip, pinch, etc.’ (q.v.), which is probable. However, the two are formally and 
semantically close, and one might prefer to derive them from a single root *put- 
‘swelling, bud, drop, nipple’. In this case, *ptu? ‘nipple’ or ‘the uddar of a cow’ can 
directly belong to opd (q.v.). 
eETYM According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 112a), from PIE *bud- ‘to swell’, cf. Engl. 
bud, etc. See above, and s.vv. ptul and put. 
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ptut, o-stem: ‘fruit (Bible+); pupil (of the eye); grape, etc.’. Nerses Lambronac‘i (12^ 
cent., Cilicia), etc. have a form with -n (GDSg pttan, AblSg i ptlane), in the meaning 
‘fingertip, pinch’. Given the existence of Hacon (Cilicia) bdde? < *ptet ‘id.’, one 
may reconstruct *ptefn (see HAB 4: 112b). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mainly referring to ‘fruit’ and ‘eye-apple, pupil’. 
Polis budu? (on which see below) also means ‘bubble’. In Svedia (bdeoi) the 
meaning ‘fruit’ has been specialized to ‘olive-fruit’ [Acaryan 2003: 586]. 

Acaryan (HAB; Aéaryan 1947) does not record any form in HamSen. One may 
wonder, however, if HamSen "pite! ‘fruit of wild trees; wild acorn’ (see Acarean 
1913: 910b) belongs here. See above for *ptein. 

For the semantic field particularly interesting are the data from Moks. Aéaryan 
(1952: 289) records Moks ptul not specifying its meaning, probably because he only 
knew the basic meaning ‘fruit’, which is represented by the corresponding form in 
Van (car-a-)ptul ‘(tree) fruit’ (ibid.). But Moks petu? (NPI patatnir) also refers to 
‘pupil of the eye’ (ac ‘ic ‘ patud ‘Tna3Hoe a610Ko’) and ‘rain drop’, patul-am ‘a little 
bit (of liquid)’ (see Orbeli 2002: 204, 314). We see here the semantic identity with 
put ‘drop; dot, spot’ (q.v.) > Moks put ‘drop’, put-am ‘a little bit (of liquid)’ (op. cit. 
316), for instance: put-put árun (= ClArm. ariwn blood’) (op. cit. 101'*). Given the 
meaning ‘dot, spot’ of put, as well as the above-mentioned by-form *ptei(n) of ptul, 
one can also introduce another word from Moks, namely pate?, GSg poti»^, NPI 
patat-nir/-k”ir ‘a spot from splashed boiling food in oil’ (see Orbeli 2002: 314). 
Note also Satax patiel ‘to bud, germinate’ (see M. Muradyan 1962: 215b). 

Moks *ptei basically means ‘dirty spot of boiling, bubbling oil’. A similar 
meaning can be seen in verbal *pri-t-al (Van, Širak, etc.) referring to the appearance 
of bubbles of oil on surface of food or water (see Amatuni 1912: 570b). Note also 
Ganjak *ptl-ot-el ‘to feel sick/nausea’ [Amatuni 1912: 570b]. Polis bt‘xil (< ptlil) 
has two meanings: ‘to darken (of eye)’, and ‘spread on paper (of ink)’ [Aéaryan 
1941: 240]; cf. Sebastia *ptłil [Gabikean 1952: 478]. This verb presupposes here a 
nominal root *ptu? *eye-pupil; ink-spot’. Polis also has budut (< ptuf) ‘nipple’ and 
‘fruit’, usually represented as belonging to different lexical items (see HAB 4: 112a; 
Aéatyan 1941: 69^", 240). All the three, however, may belong to one word. For 
*ptut ‘nipple’ (also in other dialects), see ptuk. Note also Sebastia *ptu? ‘pupil (of 
the eye); nipple’ [Gabikean 1952: 478]. 
eETYM See above, and s.vv. ptuk and put. 

Next to ptul, as we saw, there is some evidence for *ptel(n) — Nerses Lambronac‘i 
(12? cent., Cilicia) *ptein and Hacon bädeł ‘fingertip, pinch’; Moks pated ‘a spot 
from splashed boiling food in oil’; and, perhaps, HamSen *pite? ‘fruit of wild trees; 
wild acorn’. Old, hypothetical paradigm: NSg -o/ > ClArm. od AccSg *-el-m > 
*pteln. See s.vv. acut ‘coal’, asein ‘needle’, and 2.2.2.5. The root is, perhaps, put 
(q.v.), with the basing meaning "a small round formation (of water, plant, or other 
substance"). For the association ‘fruit’ : ‘drop’ : ‘(oily) splash’, see especially Moks 
data above. Note especially that, in both cases, the etymological doublets going back 
to different case forms of the original paradigm have been semantically 
differentiated: potu? ‘fruit; rain drop’ : pate? ‘a spot from splashed boiling food in 
oil’; äse/it ‘needle’ : asut ‘two small planks that tie the handle of a plough with the 
pole’. 
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put; o-stem ‘poppy (= Gr. dveudvn); a sky-blue lily, etc.’. John Chrysostom, etc. (see 
HAB 4: 102-103). In Galen, Gr. aveuovn ‘poppy, Anemone coronaria’ is rendered 
by put and oj-kakawi (vars. ojakayi, ojkakwi, ojktawi, ojkakop', etc. (see Alisan 
1895: 653M"; Greppin 1985: 10). Vanakan Vardapet (13^ cent.) has put in 
meaning ‘a kind of wild herb’. This is to be compared with DialAdd apud NHB (2: 
1066b), where put refers to a kind of edible plant. 
eDIAL Mus, Alaskert, Xotorjur, T'iflis, Ararat, Salmast put. In Larabat — top, with 
metathesis (see especially Margaryan 1977: 161-164), see also 2.1.26.2. 

The meaning ‘poppy’ of Larabal top (see Aéarean 1913: 1042a) can be 
corroborated by folklore texts. In a fairy-tale (see HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 116"'”) it is 
narrated that a boy sees a beautiful, red poppy (min täsängy, kärmür top) and asks 
his sister, who must be killed by the brother, to pluck the poppy for him. In the 
glossary of this collection of fairy-tales (p. 736b), top is rendered as ‘drop’ (for a 
textual illustration, see p. 63-6: min top árün “one drop of blood”) and ‘poppy’. In 
an Ascension-Day ritual song of the type jangyulum (see Grigoryan-Spandaryan 
1971: 578°”): K'anc* topa kyürmür &‘ika, /Paec' anis saerta sev a. — “Nothing is 
redder than the poppy; but when you open (it, you will see that) the heart is black"; 
cf. also 157°. The context clearly shows that this is the poppy; see also in the 
glossary (p. 471b). Compare Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 277: sewsirt-karmir kakac‘ ‘black 
hearted red poppy'. In other jangyulum-s one finds a reduplicated form, namely top- 
top: Sareran top-top k'alim *May I pluck (a) poppy from the mountains" (ibid. 
179N993- ef also 19059). This is identical with Laradat *tuptup, recorded in 
Aéarean 1913: 1042a. 

It is not excluded, however, that in Larabat the word also refers to some other 
flowers. Ali$an (1895: 613" ??7) states, that top is a word used in Eastern Armenia, 
and it denotes harsnuk or eric 'uk. 

Sirak has a reduplicated form, namely putput ‘a kind of edible poppy’ 
Mxit'areanc* 1901: 277"', 331; Amatuni 1912: 566b. Note T‘iflis pucpuca ‘a flower 
(digitalis)? (see Aéatean 1913: 925b), ‘poppy’ (< Georg.), attested by the 18"- 
century famous poet Sayat‘-Nova, who spoke and wrote in the dialect of T‘iflis (see 
K*oé'oyan 1963: 18, 155). 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 103a) links put with poytn ‘pot’? and mentions the folk- 
belief, according to which if someone plucks this flower, all the pots in his house 
will break down; cf. synonymous amankotruk, etc. But which one was original, the 
name, or the folk-belief? Acaryan prefers the former solution. This implies that at a 
certain stage the flower-name put has been folk-etymologically associated with 
poytn (dial. put-uk, etc.), and this created the folk-belief. 

However, one cannot exclude the opposite solution. This would go parallel with 
another designation of the flower, namely cap ‘(cap ), which is derived from cap‘ 
‘pot’ (see HAB 2: 451a). 

For the etymological examination of such botanic terms one should also note that 
they often are reduplicated, and they may have onomatopoeic origin. As far as the 
above-mentioned cap‘ is concerned, one notes cap‘ ‘clap (of hands)’ (Bible; 
widespread in the dialects). Compare synonymous kakac‘. One may also assume, 
that the idea of breaking originated from bursting open of buds, flowers; cf. Skt. 
utpala ‘the blossom of the blue lotus (Nymphaea Caerulea); any water-lily; any 
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flower’, nilotpala ‘blue lotus, Nymphaea Cyanea’, probably from ut-pat ‘to tear up 
or out, pluck, pull out, break out; to root up, eradicate, extirpate’ (« *pal/pat ‘to 
burst open’). 

In this case, Arm. put; ‘poppy; a sky-blue lily’ derives from put; ‘a small 
swelling’ and is etymologically identical with pt-uk ‘bud, gemma’ and ptu! ‘fruit; 
pupil (of the eye), etc.’, which are probably connected with Engl bud ‘bud’, Skt. 
budbuda-h “Wasserblase, Blase’, etc. (see Petersson 1916: 252-254; HAB 4: 103b, 
111-113; Jahukyan 1987: 115), as well as, perhaps, with Arm. put, ‘drop; dot, spot’. 
For the association ‘fruit? — ‘drop’ : ‘(oily) splash’, see especially Moks data s.v. 
ptut. The basing meaning of Arm. *put (from PIE *b(e)u-d- ‘to swell’) would have 
been ‘a small round/swollen formation (of water, plant, or other substance)’. 


put, ‘drop; dot, spot’. 

In the meaning ‘drop’: Afak‘el Davrizec‘i (17? cent.). In Bargirk' hayoc‘ (see 
Amalyan 1975: 249" ^ put and tup (with metathesis) are mentiond as synonyms 
of sit‘ and kat (il) ‘drop’. The second meaning is represented in reduplicated tptpik 
‘spotted’ (cf. dial. tptp-ur-ik), attested in Arak“el Siwnec‘i (14-15" cent.), see HAB 
4: 103a; 3: 457b. 
eDIAL Nor Naxijewan, Polis, Rodost‘o, AlaSkert, Mus — ‘drop’; Xarberd — ‘dot’; 
Tiflis, Polis — ‘a bit’ [HAB 4: 103]. Larabat has top < *tup, with metathesis, in both 
meanings. In the glossary of HZHek‘ 7 (1979: 736b), top is rendered as ‘drop’; for a 
textual illustration, see p. 63-5 min top ärün “one drop of blood" (= 
NmuàLernLarab 1978: 16 /lines 1 and 3 from the bottom/; glossed in 218b). In 
HZHek‘ 7, 1979 (189, 736b), one finds taptaporigy ‘spotted’. See also Atarean 
1913: 1043b (s.v. tptpurik), where only Larabat is mentioned. Further attestations: L. 
Harut‘yunyan 1991: 264^": Askan top o "7 kat'um “No drop is dropped from his eye" 
(proverb); Xemé‘yan 2000: 210b "5 (Tavu& / Sam$adin) — tptpurik bolaz “spotted 
throat" (of a goose). 

As we saw above, the word is not attested in Classical Armenian. NHB (2: 
1066b) represents it as a dialectal word: put “drop; spot; a kind of edible plant’ (the 
3" meaning apparently belongs to put,, q.v.). However, the dialectal spread from 
extreme North/East to extreme East suggests that the word may be quite old. 

The metathesized variant *tup and its reduplicated form *t(u)p-t(u)p- are confined 
to Larabat. See also s.v. put). Note that the only attestation comes from Arak‘el 
Siwnec‘i, who is from Siwnik' and, therefore, a speaker of what will become the 
(sub)dialects of Larabat and Goris. This allows to date the metathesis at a stage 
anterior to the 15" century. See also Aéatean 1913: 1043b (s.v. tptpurik), where only 
Larabat is mentioned. Further attestations: L. Harut'yunyan 1991: 264'°°: Askan top 
ci kat‘um “No drop drops from his eye" (proverb); Xemé‘yan 2000: 210b‘"*° 
(Tavus / Sam&adin): tptpurik bolaz “spotted throat” (of a goose). 

@ETYM See s.v. put). 


put; *‘a small swelling’; attested only in Norayr as a MidArm. word, s.v. French 
bouton (see HAB 4: 103b). 
eDIAL Sebastia bud "bread with burnt bubbles'; Larabat püt *fried wheat flour that 
has been kneaded with honey, and dried in the form of fist-sized balls’ [HAB 4: 
103b]. According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 103b), both forms come from put. The -ü- of 
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the Larabat form, however, points rather to *poyt. A "put would give *pot in 
Larabat. 

@ETYM The combined evidence from MidArm. and dialects, as well as the semantics 
of the two previous homonymous words, namely put; ‘poppy, etc.’ and put, ‘drop; 
dot, spot’, and that of pt-uk “bud, gemma’and opd ‘fruit; pupil (of the eye), etc.’, 
allow to reconstruct the following semantic basis: ‘a small round/swollen formation 
(of water, plant, or other substance). See s.v. put). 


puc* ‘vulva’ (according to Norayr, MidArm. word). 
@DIAL Nor Naxijewan, Polis, Ararat, Larabat *puc' ‘vulva’ [Acarean 1913: 926b]. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 105) derives from QIE *bul-sk-, cf. Skt. buli- f. ‘buttocks; 
vulva’, Lith. bulis (-iés), bülé, bulé "Hinterer, Gesäß’, as well as Arm. Erznka pllik 
*vulva'. For the loss of *-/- before the affricate, see 2.1.22.9. 


Ww 
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Jan, i-stem: IPl jan-i-w (Bible+), GDPI jan-i-c ' (Hexaemeron, Movses Xorenac‘i, etc); 
o-stem in Book of Chries, Evagrius of Pontus; u-stem in Book of Chries, John 
Chrysostom, Paterica, etc. ‘zeal, effort, labour’; janam ‘to zeal, labour, make effort’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL The verb has been preserved in Sué‘ava j‘anal, Juta j‘ananal. Note also 
Suéc'ava glxi janal ‘to do harm, damage’, with g/ux ‘head’; T‘iflis jan-k ‘as ‘diligent, 
zealous (person)’, lit. ‘zeal or effort taker/puller’ [HAB 4: 122b]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. ¢ñAoç m. ‘zeal, emulation, jealousy’, Dor. Gaoc, Skt. 
yas- ‘to boil, become hot’ (RV+), etc. Meillet 1936: 52; HAB 4: 122; Pisani 1950: 
180). This etymology is largely accepted, although the Greek and Armenian words 
are now separated from *ies- ‘to boil’ and are derived from *ieh;- ‘to strive’, cf. Skt. 
yà- ‘to request, implore’ (RV+), yatu- m. ‘sorcery, witchcraft’ (RV+), etc. Pokorny 
1959: 501; Jahukyan 1982: 40; 1982: 130; Klingenschmitt 1982: 90; Olsen 1999: 
90; Cheung 2007: 174). 

The development *iV- > Arm. JV- is uncertain, however, unless we assume an 
Iranian intermediation; cf. Arm. jatuk ‘sorcerer’ from the same Iraninan root. I 
therefore tentatively propose to treat Arm. jan as a loan from the Iranian forms 
deriving from the same "eh; (a different etymology is represented in 
Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 155), cf. Av. yana-, OP yana- ‘request, favour’. The 
Armenian meaning is remote. However, it may reflect an unattested MlIran. form 
with closer semantics, cf. Y Av. auua-iia- f. ‘penance’, Gr. Aoc ‘zeal’, yuia ‘loss, 
damage, penalty’, etc. Interesting is the meaning ‘to do harm, damage’ in the dialect 
of Sué‘ava. 


jer, o-stem: GDSg jer-o-y (John Chrysostom) ‘warmth; warm and bright weather’ 
(Bible+), ‘warm’ (Gank Kotbac‘i), jeranim ‘to come down with fever, be fevered 
with disease; to burn with fever (said also of lust)’ (Bible+; for attestations see, apart 
from NHB and Astuacaturean s.v., Barton 1989: 15049), Jerim ‘to lust’ (Anania 
Narekac‘i); jefnum or jeranim, lsg.aor. jer-a-y, 3sg.aor. jer-a-w ‘to be/become 
warm, burn’ (Bible+); jerm, o-stem ‘warm; warmth, warm weather’ (Bible+), jerm- 
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uk, a-stem: GDPI jermk-a-c‘ ‘hot spring’ (Hexaemeron, Eusebius of Caesarea, 
A$xarhac'oyc', etc., see below), jermn, an-stem: GDSg jerman, ISg jermam-b 
‘fever’ (Bible+). 

jermn : ISg jermam-b = Gr. zopevQ in Deuteronomy 28.22 (Cox 1981: 184). For 
the full passage, see s.v. xet‘ ‘bite, pain’. 

According to the 7^ century Armenian Geography Asxarhac‘oyc‘ [Soukry 1881: 
30; MovsXorenMaten 1865: 607; A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 349^. Hewsen 1992: 
59, 59A, 15355], the province of Barjr Hayk‘ ‘Upper Armenia’ has jermuk-s ‘hot 
springs’. Certainly the same location is meant in Sebéos (7^ cent.) Chapter 17 (G. 
Xa'atryan 2004: 387 s.v.; Xac'atryan/Eliazaryan 2005: 94-75; Thomson 1999: 34), 
where jermuk (allative i jermuk and loc. i jermk-i [var. i jerm-i, 1851: 83]) refers to a 
hot spring with healing mineral water close to Karin (see also Thomson 1999: 34591). 
These springs are attested by ancient authors in the location called Elegia and are 
still observable nowadays in Jija (Eremyan 1963: 98a; Hewsen 1992: 15335). 

eDIAL The form jer ‘warm; warmth, warm and bright weather’ and corresponding 

verbal forms have been preserved in Mus j‘er ‘warm and bright weather’, Van cer 
“bright night’, Lori cer ‘id.’; Van cerel ‘to become bright and clear (said of weather)’ 
[HAB 4: 126a; Acatyan 1952: 289], Satax cer “bright, clear’ [M. Muradyan 1962: 
204b]; T‘iflis jiranal ‘to become warm’ [HAB 4: 126]; Svedia cir “warm (weather) 
[Andreasyan 1967: 37, 272, 381b]. 

The form jerm ‘fever’ is found in Nor Naxijewan, Aslanbek, Axalc'xa, Karin, 
Sebastia, Agulis, Samaxi; Larabat and Goris have cermel ‘to have fever’; note also 
Evdokia jermug "hot spring’ [HAB 4: 126]. 
eETYM Since long (Klaproth 1831 « 1823: 106a, etc.), linked with the cognate forms 
belonging to PIE *e"er(-mo)- ‘warm’: Skt. háras- n. prob. ‘flame, glow’, ghrná- n. 
‘heat, glow, blaze of the sun’, gharmá- m. ‘glow, heat, warmth, hot pot with milk’, 
Av. garama- ‘warm’, n. ‘heat’, MPers., NPers. garm ‘warm, hot’, Gr. gepuóc 
‘warm’, Lat. formus ‘warm’, Olc. varmr, OEngl wearm ‘warm’, etc., see 
Hübschmann 1883: 48; 1897: 486; Pisani 1950: 175; Pokorny 1959: 493; Toporov 
PrJaz [e-h] 1979: 278; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 683 — 1995: 589; SaradZeva 
1986: 40-41; Schrijver 1991: 317, 420; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 513, 515-516; 2, 
1996: 804; Joe Salmons apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 263b, cf. 125b. 

Arm. jer, o-stem *warmth, warm and bright weather’ continues PIE s-stem neuter 
*g'" eros ‘warmth’: Skt. háras- n. prob. ‘flame, glow’, Gr. poc n. ‘summer; 
harvest' (Meillet 1936: 28; Pokorny 1959: 493; E. Tumanjan 1978: 182; Euler 1979: 
224; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 418 — 1995, 1: 365; K. Schmidt 1987: 37; 
Matzinger 2005: 50; cf. also Godel 1975: 75; Stempel 1994: 1115). 

For a discussion of the verbal forms jernum < *g"er-nu-,''' aor. jer-a- from 
tg""er-s-, jeranim, and jeranim, see Hamp 1975: 103; K. Schmidt 1980a: 3-4; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 160, 224, 248, 257, 278; Barton 1989: 149-150 with 
footnotes; Clackson 1994: 179-180; Kortlandt 1996: 41 — 2003: 115. Compare *ues- 
nu-mi in Gr. Zuang ‘to clothe’ and z-genum ‘id’ (q.v.). 


!!! The Armenian verb may reflect an older form in zero-grade, *g"hy-n(e)u-: Skt. ghrnóti ‘to 
glow, light’, the -e-grade being analogical; cf. arnum ‘to gain’ < *Hr-nu-, but zgenum ‘to put 
on clothes' in full grade. 
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jil, jit, a-stem: IPI jl-a-w-k‘ (Bible 2x, Ephrem), GDPI j#a-c‘ (Ehi$e, Yovhannēs 
Öjnec‘i); i-stem: ISg jł-i-w, IPI] jt-i-w-k‘ (Plato) ‘sinew, tendon’; a number of 
derivatives, with either / or? 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. We find jil in T‘iflis, Axalc'xa, and a number of E 
and SE peripheral dialects, whereas the rest have jif. Interesting is Muš fei vs. j‘il-k‘ 
[HAB 4: 127b]. 

With a semantic shift: Maskert (Xarberd-Arabkir region) and Akn je? ‘shin, 
shank’, Svedia pl.-dual j‘i#va ‘the part of the leg above the knee’ [HAB 4: 127b; 
Aéaryan 2003: 586]. 
eETYM Müller 1890: 6 suggests a comparison with OCS Zila, Russ. Zila ‘vein, sinew, 
tendon’, SCr. žila ‘tendon, vein, root’, Lith. gysla ‘vein’, Latv. dzi(k)sla ‘vein’, OPr. 
*gislo "d". 

Here belongs also Lat. filum, i n. ‘thread, cord, string; a filament spun by a spider; 
a thread-like part of a plant, a vegetable fibre; texture’, see Hübschmann 1897: 486; 
HAB 4: 127; Meillet 1936: 28, 47; Ernout/Meillet 1959: 235a; Godel 1975: 75; 
Toporov PrJaz [e-h] 1979: 250; Alabekyan 1979: 65; Schmitt 1981: 51; SaradZeva 
1986: 122; Schrijver 1991: 242; de Vaan 2008: 220. The appurtenance of Alb. dell 
‘sinew, tendon; string’ is improbable (see Demiraj 1997: 128 with a different 
etymology). 

Arm. Jil, -a- derives from *g""iH-(s)leh>- (Stempel 1994: 12-13). There is also 
some evidence for an i-stem. In order to explain the -/// alternation and the twofold 
declension, one may tentatively posit a neuter NSg *g""iH-(s)lo- as in Lat. filum vs. 
neuter plural *e"";H-(s)I-h;-, or feminine *e"";H-(s)I-eh;- as in Balto-Slavic > PArm. 
*jil-a- > Arm. Ji? (with a final dark -7 due to the following back vowel,*-s/o- or *- 
slà-) vs. fem. *g""iH-(s)lih>- (or dual *-ih;?) > *jil-i-, with a palatal -/- between front 
vowels", 

As far as the problem of 7 vs. / is concerned, one might also assume the following 
original distribution: -? in nom. ji? with addition of a secondary nom. *-s vs. 
intervocalic (especially next to front vowels) -/- in oblique forms, cf. an-ali vs. at 
‘salt’ (q.v.). In this respect it is interesting to note that in all the ten Biblical 
attestations, listed by Astuacaturean 1895: 1299c, the word is always found in plural 
and with /, nom. jil-k‘, acc. jil-s, instr. jl-a-w-k‘. Four of these attestations can now 
be verified by critical editions: Zeyt‘unyan 1985: 387 (Genesis 49.24), Cox 2006: 
101, 195, 258 (Job 10.11, 30.17, 40.17). However, the rest of the evidence in NHB 
does not support the distribution, thus we must await an up-to-date lexical corpus 
with a thorough philological analysis. The dialectal data may be relevant, too; cf. 
e.g. Mus j'el vs. j'il-k*. 

jin, a-stem: IPI jn-a-w-k' ‘staff, stick for beating’ (Philo); jnem ‘to beat’ (Book of 
Chries, Timothy Aelurus, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.); o-jin “bunch of sticks’ (Paterica). 
eETYM Since Patrubany (1904: 427-428), connected with jin ‘to annihilate, destroy’ 
(q.v.). 
The anlaut of o-jin is unclear, cf. (h)o-sin vs. sin ‘empty’ (q.v.). One may tentatively 
assume an old and unproductive prefix *o- from *h,po-, cf. Gr. azo ‘from, away 


112 Greppin 1986: 285 treats -/ as the expected reflex of a post-consonantal *-I- (cf. *-s/-) and 
considers ji? “simply a dialectal variant”. This view does not seem convincing to me. 
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from’, OCS po ‘after, by, at’, etc. An interesting typological match for o-jin would 
then be Russ. pö-sox ‘staff’ from soxá ‘wooden plough’. Thus: QIE *h;po-g""en-V- 


> *owojínV- > *o(w)ojin- > ojin. 


*jinj- ‘to annihilate, destroy’: jnjem ‘to efface, wipe clean; annihilate, destroy’ 
(Bible+), -jinj as the second member of a number of compounds (Bible+); jinj 
‘clean’ (Bible+); -junj ‘annihilated, destroyed’ in a few post-classical compounds 
(John Chrysostom, Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec ‘i, etc.). 
eDIAL The verb jnjel is widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 128b]. 
eETYM Since Patrubany (1904: 427-428), linked with jin ‘staff, stick for beating’ 
and gan ‘beating, blow’ (see s.vv.); the verbal stem *jinje- is derived from PIE 
present *g""en-ie/o- ‘to slay’: Gr. Veivo ‘to kill’, Lith. geniu ‘to prune, hem’; for the 
PIE root cf. Hitt. kuenzi, kunanzi ‘to kill, slay, ruin’, Skt. hanti ‘to strike, slay; to 
kill’ (RV+), OAv. jaidiiài ‘to kill’, YAv. jainti ‘to slay, kill’, -jan- ‘breaking’, MPers., 
NPers. zadan, zan- ‘to strike, to hit’, Parth. jn- ‘to strike’, OCS zeti ‘to reap, mow’, 
etc.; see also HAB 4: 127-128; Meillet 1936: 107; Pokorny 1959: 492; Toporov 
PrJaz [e-h] 1979: 344; Mallory/Adams 1997: 548b; Garcia-Ramon 1998; Cheung 
2007: 103. 

Beekes (2003: 161) presents the Armenian verb jnjem ‘to wipe clean’ in this 
context, but then notes: “etym. unknown (not cognate with Gr. veiva, Lith. geniu)”. 
I wonder, as Clackson 2004-05: 157 does, what is the reason for this. Perhaps the 
scepticism is due to the semantics (cf. Godel 1965: 243). The meaning ‘to clean’ is 
secondarily derived from the widely attested meaning ‘to annihilate, destroy; to 
efface, wipe clean’. 

If the vocalism of -junj ‘annihilated, destroyed’ is relatively old, one may assume 
an underlying o-grade form *g""on-ieh;- > *gunj- or the like (cf. Gr. gdvog m. 
‘murder’, -povrns *murdering") with a subsequent analogical change to -junj. 


*jmar ‘male person’. 

eDIAL Laradal jmar (Aéarean 1913: 938a, glossed as ayr mard ‘male person’). 
Jahukyan (1972: 282) has "Larabal", not indicating the source. However, he 
obviously took the word from Aëatean 1913, so the -b- in Zarabat must be a 
misprint. 

eETYM Jahukyan (1972: 282) compares with Skt. jämätar- ‘son-in-law, husband of 
the daughter’ (RV+) from PIE *gemH-. For the phonetic side he (op. cit. 2826) 
compares with the case of jambem, implicitly and hesitantly suggesting, thus, an 
Indo-Aryan borrowing. This is uncertain, however. The loss of intervocalic -/- is an 
old feature, occurring in words of PIE origin (hayr ‘father’, etc.), whereas the initial 
J- (without consonant shift) points to a relatively young period. 

Perhaps borrowed from Persian jawaán-mard ‘a young man; a generous youth; 
brave, generous, manly’, jü-mard(um) ‘a liberal or generous man’ (see Steingass 
376b, 379a); cf. also Arm. dialect of Ararat jomard ‘generous’ (see Nawasardeanc‘ 
1903: 102a). For loss of the final -d cf. argand ‘womb’ > Sam&adin ärk‘än and 
Alaskert argan (see s.v.). 


jori, wo-stem: LocSg i jorw-o-j, GDPI jorw-o-c ‘, IPl jorw-o-v-k' (abundant in the 
Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 1300), ea-stem: GDPI jore-a-c ' (Paterica), IPl jore-a-w- 
k‘ (P‘awstos Buzand 5.4, 1883-1984: 166-5) ‘mule’. 
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In the Bible and Hexaemeron jori renders Gr. ui-ovog ‘mule’, cf. Arm. is-a-kes 
‘half-ass’ describing jori in Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 226", glossed in 
3772). 

Pl.-coll. jore-an (Matt‘&os Urhayec‘i, 12" cent.). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 132]. 
eETYM Considered a word of unknown origin (HAB 4: 132; Jahukyan 1990: 71; 
Olsen 1999: 939). 

I tentatively suggest a derivation from *jior-i composed of PArm. *ji-o- ‘horse’ 
(see s.v. ji ‘horse’) and the comparative suffix *-ero- seen in Skt. apara- ‘posterior, 
later, following’ (cf. s.v. aner ‘father-in-law, wife's father’) or, perhaps better, *-tero- 
, as Skt. asva-tara- ‘mule’ < ‘a better horse’ or ‘horse-nature’, cf. Khot. khadara- 
‘mule’ < *xara-tara- from xara- ‘ass’, Lat. mater-tera *mother's sister’ (see Bailey 
1979: 70-71; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 140; Szemerényi 1996: 201). 

For the sound change *jy- > Arm. j-, see 2.1.22.2. For the development *-etor- > 
-or- cf. Arm. ¢‘or-k‘ ‘four’ from *Kk"etuores. The final -i may be identical with the 
suffix -i frequent in animal-names such as ayci ‘goat’, mari ‘female bird’, mak‘ 
‘ewe’, etc. In view of the evidence pointing to ea-stem (see above), one may also 
posit a feminine *-fer-ieh;-, cf. Skt. AV+ asvatari- f. ‘female mule’. Thus: zéi io-ter- 
i(h;)-os and *-ieh;- > PArm. *j(i)yorio- and *j(i)yoria- > fort, wo- and ea-stems. 

On joreak ‘locust’ and ‘hyena’, see 3.5.2.2. 


R 


*rungn, an-stem: only ISg rank/gam-b in Sarakan apud NHB 2: 682a; also -rungn as 
the second member of a few compounds (such as sn-rungn in John Chrysostom, etc., 
with sun ‘dog’); pl. tant.: nom. /ng-un-k* (Philo), acc. (also with prepositions) rng- 
un-s (6 times in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1309c and Clackson 1994: 176, 
as well as in Eli$e and Mxit'ar Gos), IPI ing-am-b-k‘ (Ehi$e, Philo, Yovhannes 
Öjnec‘i); *rung-k‘, a-stem: GDPI 7ng-a-c' (Philo, Grigor Magistros, Sisianos, 
Yovhannés Sarkawag, Mxit'ar Go&) ‘nostrils’. 
eDIAL Aéaryan (HAB 4: 148a) wonders whether Agulis rung ‘the edge of a roof’ 
(see also Acarean 1913: 948b; Acarean 1935 vacat) is related. For the semantic shift 
cf. pru(n)k/g ‘lip’ > ‘edge’. Note, however, Metri (a)angn-a-k ‘ar ‘corner-stone’, and 
some other compounds in (a)rangn-a- with bänd ‘tie’ and kap ‘id.’ as the second 
member, recorded by Atayan (1954: 297, 327) in the glossary of dialectal words, 
without any reference to a ClArm. correspondence (in 297: from unspecified 
*rongun). 

The Metri compound clearly reflects *rungn ‘corner-stone’, an epenthetic variant 
of Arm. *ro/uk '(u)n (Lewond) < Arab. rukn ‘corner-stone’ [HAB 4: 149a], cf. Arm. 
dial. *ruk' ‘corner’ (Alaskert), ‘the corner of a wall from outside’ (Aparan, 
Bulanox), ‘corner-stone’ (Larabat) [Aéarean 1913: 949a]: Larabat rok‘, tuk‘, Hadrut‘ 
ruk‘ ‘corner-stone’ [Davt'yan 1966: 466], Goris arok' ‘corner-stone’ [Margaryan 
1975: 362b, 513b]. 
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That the nasal before the velar is epenthetic is corroborated by Karéewan (a 
dialect that is practically identical with Metri) urók ‘na “the big corner-stone of the 
wall’; in compounds: a72k n-a- (see H. Muradyan 1960: 213, 232a). 

Since Agulis is closely related to Metri, Agulis rung ‘the edge of the roof" can 
hardly be separated from Metri *rungn ‘corner-stone’. For the meaning in Agulis cf. 
Aparan, Bulanox *ruk' ‘the corner of a wall from outside’. 

I conclude that the Agulis and Metri forms derive from "ro/u(n)k -n 'corner- 
stone’ and are thus unrelated with rungn ‘nose, nostrils’, although contamination is 
possible. 
eETYM Since long (Gosche 1847: 24; Müller 1890: 6*5: for further references, see 
HAB 4: 1482), connected with Gr. pvyyoc, póyyeoc n. ‘snout of a pig, snout, muzzle, 
beak’. Gr. ø- and Arm. trilled r- point to a proto-form *srung"-; for a discussion and 
for other forms, the appurtenance of which is less certain, see Hübschmann 1897: 
486-487; HAB 4: 147-148; Pokorny 1959: 1002; Solta 1960: 429; Winter 1962: 260; 
Jahukyan 1982: 114-115; Arutjunjan 1983: 302; Olsen 1999: 139; and especially 
Clackson 1994: 176-177. 

In view of the limited geographical distribution and the absence of a prothetic 
vowel in Armenian (cf. a-ru ‘brook’ from the PIE root *sreu-)''* one may assume a 
common or independent borrowing from a non-IE language (see Jahukyan 1987: 
302; Clackson 1994: 177). Thus, this is a possible candidate for a Mediterranean 
substratum word. 

The Armenian form has transferred to the n-declension which is frequent with 
body-part terms (Jahukyan 1982: 114-115; Clackson 1994: 177; Olsen 1999: 123, 
614). The original Proto-Armenian form may have been a neuter */ungo- from 
*srung'-e/os- (cf. Gr. Dóyyoc, -eoc n.). It is tempting to assume that the Armenian 
form without the final -n, viz. *rung-a- pl. tant., cf. gen.-dat. rng-a-c‘ (Philo+), 
reflects an old neuter plural *srung"-(e)h>-. 


S 


*s(a/o)- ‘this’ (with reference to the speaking person), *d(a/o)- ‘that’ (with reference 
to the addressed person), *n(a/o)- ‘that’ (with reference to a third person): dem. 
pron.; in: 

sa “is (hic)’, da ‘is (istic), na ‘is (illic): acc. z-sa z-da z-na, gen. sora dora nora, 
dat. sma dma nma, abl. i smane i dmané i nmane, instr. sovaw dovaw novaw; plur.: 
nom. sok'a dok'a nok'a, acc. z-sosa z-dosa z-nosa, gen.-dat. soc ‘a doc ‘a noc 'a, abl. 
i soc 'ane i doc ‘anë i noc 'ane, instr. sok ‘awk ‘ dok'awk' nok'awk' 

soyn ‘idem (hic)’, doyn ‘idem (istic), noyn ‘idem (illic): acc. z-s/d/noyn, gen. 
s/d/norin, dat. s/d/nmin, abl. i s/d/nmin, instr. s/d/novin or s/d/novim-b; plur.: nom. 
s/d/noyn-k* or s/d/nok ‘in, gen.-dat. s/d/noc ‘in or s/d/noc 'un(c*), acc. z-s/d/noyn-s or 
z-s/d/nosin, abl. i s/d/noc ‘unc ‘, instr. s/d/nok ‘im-b-k ‘ or s/d/novim-b-k* 


13 Whether Arm. pru(n)k/g ‘lip; muzzle; edge’ (HAB 4: 108b with no etymology) is 
somehow related with these forms is uncertain, too. 
114 Olsen 1999: 614 explains the initial ^- as onomatopoeic. 
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ays ‘hic’, ayd ‘iste’, ayn ‘ille’: acc. z-ay/s/d/n, gen. ays/d/n-r or -orik, dat. 
ays/d/n-m or -mik, abl. y-ays/d/n-m or -mane, instr. ays/d/n-u or -uik; plur.: ays/d/n- 
k‘ or -ok'ik, acc. z-ays z-ayd z-ayn-s or z-ays/d/nosik, gen.-dat. ays/d/n-c' or -oc ‘ik, 
abl. y-ays/d/n-c '(-ane) or y-ays/d/n-oc ‘ik, instr. ays/d/nok 'i-w-k' or -m-b-k' 

anaphoric articles -s, -d, -n 

All Bible+. 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 1: 167a, 170, 171b, 609a; 3: 416b; 4: 150- 
151; AéarLiak 2, 1954: 188-240]. 
eETYM From PIE *ko- along with *Ki-: Hitt. kä-, ki- ‘this here’, Gr. xı- ‘here, this’, 
cf. eíuepov, onuspov < "Kı-Auspov “this day’, Lat. ci-s ‘on this side of, within’, OCS 
Sb, f. si, n. se ‘this’, Lith. šis, Goth. hi- ‘this’; PIE *to-: Skt. tá- ‘this’, Av. ta- ‘this’, 
Gr. to ‘the’, Goth. pa-, Lith. tas ‘the, this’, etc.; PIE *(hze)no-, cf. Skt. aná- ‘this’, 
OCS on», f. ona, n. ono ‘he, she, it’, Lith. anas ‘that’, prob. Hitt. uni, ini ‘that (one)', 
etc. 

For Armenian paradigms, cognate forms and an etymological discussion, see 
Hübschmann 1897: 437, 478, 487; Meillet 1897 = 1962: 5-35 and 1978: 291-319; 
1913: 59-62; 1936: 88-89; Pedersen 1905a; HAB 1: 167a, 170a, 171b, 609a, 679; 3: 
416b, 465; 4: 150, 242b; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 173-188; Pokorny 1959: 285, 286, 320, 
609, 1086; Godel 1975: 107-108; A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 79-85; Schmitt 1981: 
119-122; Jahukyan 1982: 144, 146, 148-150; Weitenberg 1983a; Kortlandt 2003 (< 
1983): 52-53; Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 457-458. For more references to 
the Armenian and PIE pronouns, see 2.2.5. For a general discussion on the articles - 
s, -d, -n, see H. Petrosyan 1976; Weitenberg 1994; J. Klein 1996. For the problem of 
the voiced d-, see s.v. du ‘you’. 

The particle *ay- has been compared to Skt. ay- ‘this here, he’, e-sa, e-tá- ‘this 
here’, OPers. ai-ta, Slav. jino- *other', perhaps also Goth. jains, Hitt. uni, ini “that 
(one)’, etc., though the Armenian vocalism is not clear: *A;(o)i-k- > ays etc., or 
derived from (or contaminated with) *anio-, cf. Skt. anya- ‘other’, or *seh;-?; for a 
discussion and cognate forms, see Meillet 1962: 18-19 « 1897 — 1978: 303-304; 
1916a: 52; Pedersen 1905a: 11-12, 17-18, 26-27, 34-35; 1905: 240 = 1982: 15-16, 
21-22, 30-31, 38-39, 102; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 180-181; Godel 1975: 107,93; Schmitt 
1981: 120-121; Jahukyan 1982: 148; Greppin 1983: 282-283, 284-285; Kortlandt 
2003 (< 1983): 52; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 69, 103, 272-273; Adams apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 457-458. 

The *-in in the forms so-yn etc. is perhaps related with Gr. Evn, cf. especially 
deictic pron. Zxeivog < *e-ke-enos (see Pokorny 1959: 286, 320 with refer. for 
Greek see Rix 1992: 185; cf. HAB 3: 416a); thus: *ko-(h,)eno- > so-yn. On the other 
hand it is compared with Gr. -7v in obtoo-iv from obtoc ‘this, this/that one’ (see 
Meillet 1936: 88; AéafLiak 2, 1954: 181-182; Schmitt 1981: 122). For other inner- 
Armenian forms with -in and for further discussion see Meillet 1962: 22 « 1897 — 
1978: 307; 1936: 88; Pedersen 1905a: 18-25; 1906: 402 = 1982: 22-29, 180; HAB 1: 
679; Jahukyan 1982: 148-149; Olsen 1999: 280-281, 428, 518. 

The element -m- in dat. sma < *sum-a < *so-m-a vs. gen. so-r-a is related with 
PIE *-sm-: Skt. ta-sm-ai ‘diesem’, Goth. ba-mm-a ‘them’, etc. (Schmitt 1981: 119, 
cf. 122, 126); cf. also ays-m etc. (Meillet 1894: 161). 
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sag, a-stem: GDPI sag-a-c‘ (Hexaemeron and Philo) ‘goose’ Lazar P‘arpec‘i 
(1904-1985: 107^, Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 277'"), Philo, and Middle 
Armenian. 

For the attestations, see Greppin 1978: 28-30. 
eETYM Since long (Hübschmann 1877: 26; Pedersen 1906: 454; 1982: 232, cf. also 
275; see HAB 4: 152 for further references), Arm. sag has been derived from the 
PIE word for ‘goose’, through metathesis *gas < *gans < PIE *$"h;(e)ns-: Skt. 
hamsá- m. ‘goose’, Gr. yijv, Dor., Boeot. yav m. ‘goose’, Lat. anser m.f. ‘goose’, 
OHG gans 'goose', OE gos, pl. ges > NEngl. goose, pl. geese, Lith. Zqsis, Latv. 
zuoss, Russ. gus’, etc. (for this PIE etymon, see Pokorny 1959: 412; Schrijver 1991: 
113; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 799; Greppin apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 236a; 
Derksen 2008: 184). 

This etymology is not attractive because it presupposes not only an unclear 
metathesis, but also ‘Gutturalwechsel’ (Lidén 1906: 80-81; Ravnæs 1991: 77). 
Hübschmann himself did not include it in his fundamental 1897. Acaryan HAB 4: 
152 does not accept it either. 

Lidén 1906: 81-82 derives Arm. sag, -a- from IE *Kaud- with Russ. sová, Czech 
sova, SCr. sóva söva, etc. ‘owl’, Welsh cuan, Bret. kaouenn, kaouann ‘owl’, Lat. 
cavannus ‘owl’ (Celtic loanword), cf. also OHG Ahüwo ‘owl’; he assumes an 
onomatopoeic root seen in Lith. saukti ‘to cry, call out, name’, etc.; thus, both the 
goose and the owl are named as 'crying/shouting bird’. For this etymon in general 
(without Armenian) and for a discussion of the vocalism, see Schrijver 1995: 99- 
100, 335; Greppin apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 412a. One also compares Skt. suka- 
m. ‘parrot’ and Khot. süch- ‘to call, name’, see Pokorny 1959: 536; Bailey 1979: 
426b (mentioning also Arm. sag ‘goose’); Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 644; cf. 
Lubotsky 1988: 68. 

This etymology is accepted in HAB 4: 152a; Jahukyan 1982: 41, 135; 1987: 131, 
etc. Eichner 1978: 151 and Olsen 1999: 788 posit *kauHah 2. Positive is also Ravnæs 
1991: 77, 80, who discusses the problem of the Armenian -g instead of -w. Because 
of this phonological obstacle Kortlandt 1993: 11 = 2003: 103 rejects the etymology 
and prefers the derivation of sag from *gans assuming a depalatalization of the 
initial obstruent before a laryngeal. 

On the whole, the etymology of Liden seems more plausible, although the 
problem of the velar needs further examination. One may posit an onomatopoeic 
*Kau-eh;- (or perhaps *Kóu-eh;-, obl. *ku-h>- > PArm. nom. *sówa- vs. obl. *sag-V- 
> analogically sag, sag-a-). If Skt. suka- ‘parrot’ and others are not related, then we 
might be dealing with a European substratum word. 


sal, i-stem: GDSg sal-i (Bible+), GDPI sal-i-c‘, IPl sal-i-w-k' (Lazar P‘arpec‘i) ‘a 
large flat block of stone; anvil’ (Bible+); salanam ‘to be as of stone, turn to stone’ 
(Bible+); sal-(a-y)ark ‘paved with stones’ (Bible); sal-a-yatak ‘paved with stones’ 
in Ess, Anania Sirakac‘i [A. Abrahamyan 1940: 9'7), etc. On *sal-ar-, in 
compound salar-a-kap ‘paved with stones’ (Yaysmawurk‘, Minas Vardapet 
Hamdec‘i), see below. 

Some illustrations: 
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in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.61 (1913=1991: 192”, transl. Thomson 1978: 204): 
bazumk' i darbnac ', <...> eric's kam C‘oric's baxen zsaln “many smiths, <...> strike 
the anvil three or four times”. 

The verb salanam : in P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 (1883=1984: 101" transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 143): Isk t'agaworn salac‘eal, oč‘ ind‘ Iser : “But the king, turning 
to stone, heard nothing". 

In 2 Paralipomenon 7.3 (Xalat'eanc* 1899: 65a): sal-a-yark (with yatak-a-c‘ : 
yatak ‘bottom, floor’), rendering Amdo-orpwrog ‘paved with stones’. The second 
component is y-ark, from ark- “to throw, put, stretch, etc.’ (see HAB 1: 320-321). 
Later: sal-ark- ‘id.’, salark-em ‘to pave with stones’ [NHB 2: 684a]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly meaning ‘a large flat block of stone’. 
Other meanings: ‘anvil’ (Zeyt‘un), ‘a wine-press basin made of solid stone’ 
(Aynt'ap), ‘a flat, hard layer of cheese or yoghurt’ (Larabat), etc. [Acarean 1913: 
950; HAB 4: 155b]. Note also Van, Sip‘an, R&tunik', Aparan sal ‘the back of a 
knuckle-bone’ [Amatuni 1912: 581a]. The verb *salel ‘to pave with stones’ is found 
in Lazax [Acarean 1913: 950b]. One also finds Maraš *salel ‘to become silent, to 
cut the voice of himself’ in Acarean 1913: 951a, without comment; not mentioned in 
HAB. I think this derives from *sal-il ‘to turn to stone, become speechless (by 
astonishing, etc.)’; cf. *k or ktril (see Aéatean 1913: 1101b). 

Moks salı, GSg sal-o°, NPI sal-ir *numrbi na kpeumne'; sala, GSg sal-a°, NPI sal-ir 
*pyuHas HaKOBaJIbHA B PHG MoJiora' [Orbeli 2002: 320]. A clear illustration for the 
latter is found in a proverb (see Orbeli, op. cit. 119"?'), For sal, I find two 
illustrations (64^?^, 116-5) where, especially in the latter, sal refers to a ‘(flat) 
stone’ in generic sense. Also, e.g. in a Mus fairy-tale racorded in Alek'sandrapol in 
1915 [HZHek‘ 13, 1985: 212°]. 

Van salars ‘paved with stones’, salarsel ‘to pave with stones’ [Acarean 1913: 
950b; Amatuni 1912: 581]. According to Aëatvan (HAB 4: 155a), the compound 
salar-a-kap ‘paved with stones’ (with kap ‘to tie, bind, build’), attested in 
Yaysmawurk‘ and Minas Vardapet Hamdec‘i, is an erroneous form made after 
sal-ark ‘id.’. Then he compares Van salars without further comments on the -s and 
the loss of -k-. He (ibid.) also cites an interesting passage in the dialect of Van from 
a collophon (1591 AD) by Barset Varagec‘i: salars (either singular or plural, as he 
points out). 

One may assume that we are dealing with a noun *sal-ar- ‘flat stone (for paving)’ 
and Van *sal-ar-s reflects a frozen API *sal-ar-s, see 2.2.1.7. 
eETYM Since Bugge (1893: 24; see also Meillet 1936: 43), connected with Skt. sila- 
‘stone, rock, crag’ (AV+), perhaps also with Olc. hella ‘flat stone’ < Germ. *halljon, 
hallr ‘stone’ < *halluz, Goth. hallus ‘reef’; see HAB 4: 155b; Pokorny 1959: 542; 
Jahukyan 1987: 131 (the Germanic cognate — with a question mark); Olsen 1999: 
100-101; cf. Wagner 1984a: 282. For the semantic shift ‘stone’ > ‘anvil’ cf. Skt. 
asman- m. ‘stone’, Av. asman- ‘stone, heaven’, Lith. akmuö, -ens ‘stone’, etc. vs. 
Gr. &xuov ‘anvil; meteoric stone; pestle’. 

The Armenian word has been borrowed into Georgian sali ‘rock’ and sala ‘a flat 
roundish stone to play with’ [HAB 4: 155-156]. The -a of the latter seems to point to 
PArm. *sal-a-, which matches the Sanskrit form perfectly: *&HI-eh;- (see Jahukyan 
1987: 590). In Lazar P‘arpec‘i, however, sal has i-stem, which points to another 
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feminine form: *KHl-ih;-. If these data prove reliable, we may be dealing with an 
interchange between *-eh;- and *-ih;- feminines. 

The Germanic form, if related, may derive from *kH/-n-. One wonders whether 
the Armenian district-name Saln-a-jor contains PArm. *sal-n- “stone, rock? (see 
S.v.). 


salam (Middle Armenian), u-stem: GDSg salam-u in Mxit‘ar Herac‘i, 12" cent. [HAB 
4: 156a]; *salamn ` NPI salamun-k' (Philo, see NHB 2: 683c; Greppin 1978: 97); 
salamb, a-stem: GDPI salamb-a-c‘ in Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 5" cent. (1904-1985: 10'?*) 
‘a game bird, a kind of partridge’, probably ‘francolin’ 

It is generally accepted that salam(b) refers to ‘francolin’ (see HAB 4: 156; 
Greppin 1978: 85; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 305a). According to Ananyan (HayKendA ix 
3, 1965: 89-90, especially 891), however, it refers to the grey partridge, i.e. ‘Perdix 
perdix’. For attestations, see Greppin 1978: 85-86; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 305a; in 
“Govank‘ t*i'noc*" (Praise of birds): Mnac‘akanyan 1980a: 255^". 

Beside salam, “Govank‘ t‘fé‘noc‘” has also Salam, a singing and dancing bird 
resembling the young of a camel [Mnac'akanyan 1980a: 259 perhaps ‘francolin’ 
[MijHayBar 2, 1992: 202b]. No etymology in HAB 3: 481a. Perhaps originally 
identical with salam(b) (cf. Greppin 1978: 86). 
eDIAL Larabat sdldmna, sdlemna [Davt‘yan 1966: 466], Goris sdldmna [Margaryan 
1975: 362a]. Acatyan (HAB 4: 156b) records only Mus compound salam-kak‘av 
(with kak'aw ‘partridge’), in the expression salam-kak'vu pes man kig‘a “(she) is 
walking like the francolin-partridge”. Orbeli (2002: 320) records Moks saläm 
kak”av ‘uruna Bpone kypouku, Ho B/iBoe OojJIBIIe, MecTpad, BKyCHas, XKHBeT Ha 
ropax’, and (in the village of Ainanc‘) sälämp ‘arez *s3&auuk? (noun *heathen"). 

In a folk-song (R. Grigoryan 1970: 142*?9^. Saric‘ sar es ert‘olu, / Salam-kak'av 
berelu “You will go from mountain to mountain, to bring a francolin-partridge". In 
another folk-song entitled “K‘ele, Sat‘o” (“Come on, Sat‘o”), which I heard, in 
particular, from my maternal grandfather Andranik Simonyan: salam-kak ‘avi pes 
Parvaz es anum. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 4: 156 and Greppin 1978: 85-86. The word is not 
listed in the indices of Jahukyan 1987; L. Hovhannisyan 1990; Olsen 1999. 

Lat. columba f. ‘dove, pigeon’ and columbus, - m. ‘male pigeon’, of which 
columba is the old one, have been derived from *kol-on-b'- and hesitantly compared 
with Lat. calidus *with a white spot on the forehead" [Schrijver 1991: 375, 427]. 
Greppin (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 169a) points out that Gr. xóAvufoc ‘waterbird, 
especially the grebe’ is clearly related to Lat. columba but does not share the same 
semantics". '? 

On the other hand, Lat. columba has been linked with PSlav. *golobo ‘pigeon, 
dove’: OCS golobe, Russ. gölubo, Czech holub, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 6, 1979: 


!5 The partridge (kak'aw; on s/salam see above) is associated with pagan dancers and 
prostitutes (see Gojan 1952, 1: 230-234; Ananyan, HayKendAàx 3, 1965: 58-59; H. 
Hovhannisyan 1978 passim, in particular 225-227; Ordoyan 1983: 117, 120-121; 1991: 49). 
Concerning the possible semantic relationship ‘partridge’ : ‘grebe’ above, note Russ. poganka 
‘grebe’ next to pogdnyj ‘pagan, heathen, dirty’. Compare especially Moks sälämp ‘arez 
“A3bIYHHK’ (noun ‘heathen’), see above. 
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215-217; Toporov, PrJaz E-H, 1979: 274-275; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 602); 
Derksen 2008, s.v). 

I prefer to connect Lat. columba (perhaps also Gr. xóAoufoc) with the Armenian 
word under discussion. Lat columba and Arm. salamb, a-stem point to 
Mediterranean *kol(o)mb"-(e)h>- > PArm. *salámba- (on *-o- > Arm. -a-, see 2.1.3). 
Remarkably, there is yet another possible Mediterranean bird-name of a similar 
structure, shared by Armenian and Latin; see s.v. afawni ‘dove’. 


sayl, i-stem: GDSg sayl-i, GDPI sayl-i-c ' (Bible); o-stem: ISg sayl-o-v (“Carontir”), 
IPI sayl-o-v-k‘ (Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.32) ‘wagon’ (Bible+), ‘Ursa Major and Minor, 
Arcturus’ (Job 9.9, Philo, Anania Sirakac‘i), ‘north pole’ (Aristotle), ‘north’ 
(Philo+), ‘axle’ (Gregory of Nyssa). 

IPI sayl-o-v-k' is attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.32 (1913=1991: 296'”). Despite 
the fact that the overwhelming majority of manuscripts has saylovk' whereas the 
reading saylök' (cf. also saytawk‘) is found only in a few manuscripts, one keeps on 
following NHB citing IPI -ök‘= -awk' (HAB 4: 169a; Jahukyan 1959: 3102). 

In Job 9.9, Gr. HAedóeg ‘Pleiades’, "Eonepog ‘evening-star, Venus’, and 
"Apkvoüpoc “the star Arcturus, Bearward’ are rendered by Arm. Bazmastet-k‘, 
Giser-a-var, and Sayl, respectively (Cox 2006: 93). 

In Anania Sirakac‘i (7? cent.): saylk‘ astelac d (in relation to the North Pole), see 
A. Abrahamyan 1940: 38-5, Elsewhere (62"'), Sayl is said to comprise seven stars, 
which points to the famous ladle of Ursa Major. Sayl is also mentioned in the 
context of navigation (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 331?) Next to Sayl, Anania 
Sirakac‘i also mentions miws Sayl “the other Sayl” (331"'), probably referring to 
Ursa Major and Minor. But in the same list one also finds Arj, cf. arj ‘bear’. 
eETYM Compared with Gr. oativy f. ‘chariot’, oáuAAa: denge TO dotpov 
(Hesychius), the constellation being regarded as a car; considered to be of Phrygian 
(Lidén 1905; 1933: 454; HAB 4: 169b; Scherer 1953: 145) or, given that o- vs. Arm. 
s- probably points to a satom feature, Thracian (Schmitt 1966) origin. See also 
Jahukyan 1987: 311, 346; Olsen 1999: 956. 

Arm. sayl, i-stem, and Hesychian oáriA4a (perhaps Thracian) can be derived from 
Mediterranean-Pontic substratum "Kati-lih;-. For *-lih;-, see s.vv. luc ‘yoke; the 
constellation Libra’, /uc-a/t]li ‘the constellation Orion’ and 2.3.1 s.v. -(a)li. For the 
loss of intervocalic *-t-, see 2.1.13. 

On the fluctuation between the meanings ‘Ursa Major’ and ‘Pleiades’, see 3.1.2. 

Adontz (1937: 5-6) connects also Georg. etli ‘wagon; constellation’. This may be 
an old independent borrowing from the same unknown source, with the development 
Ze > *h > zero. The latter, regular for Armenian words of PIE inheritance (cf. at 
‘salt? vs. Lat. sal, OCS solb, etc.), did not take place in sayl. This implies that the 
original form contained an initial palatal comparable to PIE *K (cf. Arm. sisern 
*chick-pea' vs. Lat. cicer n. ‘id.’, also a Mediterranean word), unless one considers 
the Armenian to be a relatively recent borrowing. 

Even if the etymological connection with Georg. etli is rejected, the comparison 
is still interesting with respect to the semantics and the suffix -/i. 

V. Hambarjumyan (1998: 34-38) rejects the connection with oárnAa without 
serious argumentation and treats Arm. sayl as a native word derived from PIE *k"el- 
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‘wheel’ (cf. OIc. hvel ‘wheel’, Gr. xóx4og m. ‘circle, ring, wheel’, Skt. cakra- n., 
rarely m. ‘wheel’, etc.), which is unacceptable. 


sandut-k‘, API sandut-s (spelled also as sandux-k‘, -s); o-stem (GDPI sandt-o-c ^) 
according to NHB 2: 693c, but without evidence ‘ladder, stairs’, 5 attestations in the 
Bible; Elise (see NHB 2: 693-694; Astuacaturean 1895: 1318c); sg. sandut in Grigor 
Narekac‘i 92.11 (Xaé‘atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 618''*); sandux in Paterica; with 
epithetic -t : sandutd, sanduxt, sandux-t-k* (and API ei in Cyril of Alexandria and 
in Middle Armenian (and GDPI sandtd-o-c ‘, sandxt-o-c ‘in Yaysmawurk‘, see NHB, 
ibid.); sandutx and sanduxt in Ephrem, etc. (HAB 4: 173b; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 
311). A number of derivatives, in sandt-a- (NHB, ibid.). 

A textual illustration from Genesis 28.12 (Zeyt‘unyan 1985: 273): Ew etes tesil; 
ew aha sandutk‘ (vars. sanduxk‘, sandulxk', santutk‘) hastateal yerkri, oroy glux iwr 
hasaner minc'ew yerkins, ew hrestakk‘ Astucoy elanéin ew ijanéin and na : kai 
évonvidown, Kai idod KAiuaé Eornpıyuevn év vij yh, rj 1j KEegadn apiKveito eis tòv 
oùpavóv, Kal oi &yyeAoi 100 Veod avéBaivov Kai KatéPatvov Er’ ATS. 
eDIAL sandut > Zeyt'un sandox, Hacon sandux [Aéatyan 2003: 78, 337]. From 
petrified plural sandut-k‘ : uła sanduk‘, Svedia sando!' (HAB 4: 173b; cf. Aéatyan 
2003: 414, 586), or sant/däug/‘ [Andreasyan 1967: 273, 382a], or (sub-dialect of 
Xtrbek) sandoux [Hananyan 1995: 197b]; K‘esab santot/x/k [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 
216b]. Note also Goris sandux-k', referring to wooden or stony staircase leading 
from garden to second floor or balkony [Lisic*yan 1969: 106, 108]. 

NHB (2: 693-694) presents sandut-t (see above for literary evidence) as a 
dialectal form. This is seen in the T‘iflis dialect sánduxt. According to Aécaryan 
(HAB 4: 173b), the meaning of the dialectal forms is “movable staircase", i.e. 
‘ladder’. As is explicitly described by Andreasyan (1967: 273), the Svedian form 
refers to ‘wooden ladder’, and gädva sandaut‘ lit. ‘cat’s ladder’ refers to a kind of 
chain-like embroidery. 
eETYM Since Dervischjan (1877: 27), connected to Lat. scalae, -arum f.pl. (rarely 
sg. scala, -ae) ‘ladder; a scaling ladder; flight(s) of steps in a building stairway(s)’, 
scando ‘to climb, mount, ascend’, ascendo, ere ‘to go up (on foot or in a vehicle), 
climb, mount, ascend’, Skt. 3sg.pres.act. skandati ‘to leap, spring, fall off, squirt out, 
to run out’, etc. In view of MIr. scendid ‘to jump’, etc., Lat. scandére could be 
reconstructed as *skend- [Schrijver 1991: 431-432; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
749]. 

Alhough accepted by Aéaryan (HAB 4: 173), this etymology of Arm. sandut-k‘ 
remains largely unknown to Western scholars. The word is considered to be of 
unknown origin in Jahukyan 1990: 72, sem. field 7; Olsen 1999: 951. Nevertheless, 
the etymology is worth of consideration. ` ` 

Arm. sandut- probably comes from *(s)knd-sleh;- (cf. Lat. scala ‘ladder, etc.") or 
*sknd-(s)l-o- > PArm. *sand-(a)t-a/o-. The nominative in -u- might be from QIE 
HD NSg *-ol, analogically after acu? ‘coal’, etc. (see 2.2.2.5). We might be dealing 
with an Armeno-Italic isogloss (based on verbal *skend-), belonging to the stage of 
MedPont cultural terms. 


sain, GDSg sar-in (several times in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 1319b), ISg 
saram-b (Theophilus, Yovhannes Erznkac‘i [or sar-mam-b], Tataran), GDPI saran- 
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c‘ (Oskip‘orik) ‘ice’ (Bible+), later ‘cold’ (Nersés Lambronac‘i, 12" cent., etc.), sar- 
aman-i-k‘ (pl.) ea-stem: GDPI saramane-a-c' (Theophilus), IPl saramane-a-w-k‘ 
(Carontir) ‘ice, frost’ attested also in API saramani-s in Job 37.10 (rendering Gr. 
mayo ‘ice, frost, see Cox 2006: 237) and Eznik Kolbac'i (in meaning ‘cold wind’); 
sar-n-aman-i-k*, ea-stem: GDPI -eac‘ ‘ice, frost’ (Agat‘angetos, Eli$e, Movses 
Xorenac‘i, Aristotle, Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.), rarely in sg., instr. ISg sarnamane-a-w 
(Barset Con); sarim (Bible+), later also sarnum and sar-c*-im ‘to freeze’; sarnanam 
‘to grow cold’ (Nerses Lambronac‘i, Vardan Marat‘ac‘i, etc.); caus. sar-uc‘-anem 
(Elise); sar-oyc“ ‘ice’ (John Chrysostom, Anania Sirakac‘i); sar ‘cold’ (gen. sar-i in 
Barset Con); numerous derivatives [NHB 2: 695-696; HAB 4: 176b]. 

A few textual illustrations for sarn-aman-i-k' ‘ice’: 

in Eli&é (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 408^; transl. Thomson 1982: 247): Bazum jmerac ' 
(vars. jmeranc 'n, jmeranc ^) halec‘an sarnamanik'; ehas garun : “The ice of many 
winters melted; spring arrived"; 

in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.26 (191321991: 75-5: transl. Thomson 1978: 115): oroy 
gagat nn sastkut'eamb sarnamaneac  t'uer pateal “whose peak appeared enveloped 
in thick ice". 
eDIAL Jula sarn, Larabat, Goris särna ‘cold’, Agulis sóřnə ‘id.’, Ararat sdra, Tiflis 
sara ‘id.’; verb: Larabat, Goris, Samaxi, Ararat *sarc -, T‘iflis sáril and saré‘il 
[HAB 4: 177], Agulis sarrdnil ‘to freeze, grow cold’, sirahac ‘frozen’ (Alafean 
1935: 387; M. Zak'aryan 2008: 283 with textual illustrations); Mehtisen saruc' 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 468], Axalc‘xa saruc‘ ‘ice’; MuS sur ‘cold’, Ganjak sur ‘shiny 
icicle’; MuS sarnamani [HAB 4: 177b]. 

Larabat, Goris sarna is also a noun, ‘ice’ [Davt'yan 1966: 468; Margaryan 1975: 
466b]. A textual illustration is found in Larabat folk-songs of the type jangyulum 
(Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 219", 220" N): Arev azec ‘i, sarna tvin “I asked 
sun, but they gave ice to me”. 
eETYM Connected with Olc. hjarn n. < *her(z)na- ‘frozen snow’, OHG hornung 
‘February’, Russ. serén, serena ‘crust over snow’, séren’, Ukr. serén ‘frozen hard 
snow’, Lith. serksnas m. < *k(e)r-sno- ‘hoarfrost’, adj. ‘grey, whitish’, sarma < 
*Kor-meh;- ‘frost’, etc. [Hübschmann 1883: 48; 1897: 488; Meillet 1936: 30; HAB 
4: 176-177; Pokorny 1959: 573; Saradzeva 1986: 34-35; Derksen 1996: 89; Beekes 
apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 287b]. 

It is uncertain whether the *-/- forms (Lith. salti ‘to freeze’, Salna ‘hoarfrost’, 
etc.), often brought into connection, are related or not. Likewise uncertain is the 
appurtenance of the Indo-Iranian forms (compared with Arm. sarn since de Lagarde, 
1854: 14°, cf. also Dervischjan 1877: 48): Skt. sisira- m. “Vorfrühling, kühle 
Jahreszeit’, ep. sisira- m.n. ‘Kälte, Frost’, YAv. sarata- ‘cold’ < *Kolh to- (cf. Lith. 
Saltas ‘cold’, de Vaan 2003: 589), etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 641; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 112b), cf. MPers., NPers. sard ‘cold’, sard-ih ‘coldness’, 
sarmäg ‘coldness’ [MacKenzie 1971: 74]. 

Aéatyan (HAB 4: 177a) hesitantly compares the *-/-form *kel- to Arm. dial. *st- 
in, *sl-on ‘ice, frost’ (q.v.). Jahukyan (1972: 293; 1985: 153; 1987: 131, 275) 
hesitantly posits redupl. *ki-Klu- (cf. Skt. sisira-) for *slul ‘coldness’ (q.v.), and *kel- 
(cf. OIc. hela ‘frost’, OHG hali ‘smooth, slippery’, Dutch hal n. ‘frozen ground’) for 
*sl-on (or *st-awn with the suffix -awn, on which see Jahukyan 1998: 19). The form 


*satak 569 


*stin is derived from QIE *kel-eno- and compared with Lith. salna ‘hoarfrost’, SCr., 
Bulg. s/ána ‘hoarfrost’, etc. [Jahukyan 1972: 293; 1987: 131]. Though details are 
unclear, this etymology of the Armenian dialectal forms is possible, unless the 
meaning ‘cold, freezing’ points to a recent derivation from dial. *s/- ‘to blow (of 
wind), whistle’, or ‘to glide’, or ‘to shine’ (on which see Amatuni 1912: 592; 
Aéarean 1913: 972-973; cf. HAB 4: 242). Further, note se?e/i or selay ‘hoarfrost’ in 
"Bargirk‘ hayoc‘" (Amalyan 1975: 286“'®), which is considered to be an Arabic 
loanword, see Amalyan 1972:141; 1975: 428%, 

If we assume an IE term with a basic meaning ‘cold, coldness, frost’ for Arm. 
sarn separating it from colour words (cf. for a discussion Pokorny 1959: 573-574; 
Derksen 1996: 87-90) and from *-/-forms, then we are left with Armenian, 
Germanic and Balto-Slavic (see Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 287b: “of late 
IE status”). Possibly an Armenian-European isogloss or a substratum word. The 
Armenian form may be derived from *krs-en-: nom. *krs- Ein) > *sari(n) > sar-n 
gen. *krs-en-os > *sar-in(-oh) > sarin. The reconstructions *kr-no- (Jahukyan 1987: 
132), or PD *kerön vs. loc. *kren (Olsen 1999: 137), or *krH- (Beekes 2003: 194) 
are less probable. Note the compositional sar-V- and oblique sari/an-, always with 
trilled -7- pointing to an older *-rs-, unlike e.g. amar- (oblique and compositional) 
vs. nom. amarn ‘summer’, where the -7- of the nominative is due to the following 
nasal (see s.v., and HAB 1: 146a). If this interpretation is accepted, Arm. sarn is to 
be closely linked with OIc. hjarn n. < *her(z)na- ‘frozen snow’ and Lith. Serksnas 
m. < *k(e)r-sno- ‘hoarfrost’. 

It is remarkable that Armenian shares four terms for ‘ice, cold, (hoar)frost’ with 
Balto-Slavic and Germanic or Celtic: 

Arm. eleamn ‘hoarfrost’ vs. BSI. *h iH-ni- ‘hoarfrost, rime’ (the etymology is 
uncertain, see s.v.); 

Arm. oyc ‘cold’ vs. Lith. austi ‘to become cold’, Olr. üacht (subst.) ‘cold’; 

Arm. sarn ‘ice, frost’ vs. OIc. hjarn ‘frozen snow’ and Lith. šerkšnas ‘hoarfrost’; 

Arm. dial. *sł-in ‘ice, frost’ vs. OIc. héla ‘frost’, Lith. salna ‘hoarfrost’, SCr., 
Bulg. s/ána ‘hoarfrost’, etc. 

For the suffixal element *-(a)man- in Arm. sar(n)-aman-i- cf. a number of words 
belonging to the same semantic sphere: efeamn ‘hoarfrost’, jer and jer-m ‘warm, 
warmth’ vs. jer-mn ‘fever’ (see s.vv.). 


*satak 'corpse' (preserved only in the dialects, see below); satakem ‘to kill; to 
destroy, annihilate, exterminate, spoil', satakim 'to die miserably, suffer a bitter 
death’ (Bible+), satak-ic‘ ‘destroyer, killer’, satak-umn ‘dying miserably’ (all 
widely attested since the Bible, NHB 2: 697-698; Astuacaturean 1895: 1320-1323); 
satak-a-mah ‘dying miserably’ in 2 Maccabees 9.28, John Chrysostom (see NHB 2: 
697c; Mladenov 1937: 101; Olsen 1999: 695). 
eDIAL The noun *satak is recorded in NHB 2: 697c as a dialectal word meaning 
‘corpse; dead body of an animal or an unbeliever’.''® It has been preserved in some 
Western ko-dialects: Karin, Polis, C'enkiler ‘dead body or corpse of a Turk’; 
Nikomidia ‘ghost appearing as a corpse’; Aynt‘ap ‘a weak, idle person’ [Acarean 
1913: 955b]. According to Acaryan (1941: 240), Polis sadag is pejorative. Further: 


116 NHB mixed this word with the homonymous satak ‘clear, mere, simple’; cf. HAB 4: 178b. 
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Sebastia *satak ‘dead body (pejor.); dead body of a Turk" [Gabikean 1952: 490]; 
Dersim sadag ‘dead body of a Turk’ [Batramyan 1960: 99b]. 

The verb satakim is widespread in the dialects, in the meaning ‘to die (about 
animals); to die (pejorative)'. Turkish speaking Adana has sadgil olmak‘ ‘id.’ [HAB 
4: 179a]. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 179a) rejects the connection with Lat. cado ‘to fall (down, 
from); to be killed, die, perish; to be ruined, decay, abate; to happen; to end, close; to 
fall through, fail’, cadaver, -eris n. ‘dead body, corpse', Skt. sad- ‘to fall out; to 
decay’, etc. (DerviSean, Müller) and leaves the origin of the Armenian word open. 
These IE forms are probably cognate with Arm. c'acnum ‘to become low, subside, 
cease' (q.v.). 

The same etymology has independently been proposed by Mladenov (1937: 100- 
101), who considers satak as a derivative in -ak. However, this suffix (for which 
Mladenov refers to Meillet 1913: 100) is diminutive, whereas the final ak of our 
word is not analysable synchronically (in other words, there is no ClArm. *sat-) and 
is hardly diminutive. 

Nevertheless, the etymology should not be abandoned solely on the grounds of - 
ak. Since practically all the Armenian words with non-analysable (non-diminutive) - 
ak are Iranian loanwords, we can assume here a loan from an unattested Iranian 
source (cf. e.g. nirh ‘dormancy, slumber’) at a very early stage, with the consonant 
shift d > t, cf. the well-known example of partez ‘garden’ from Iran. *pardez-). For 
the pattern of making a denominative verb ‘corpse’ > *to make/become a corpse' cf. 
diakn ‘corpse’ > diakn-anam ‘to be(come) a corpse, fall as a corpse’, see HAB s.v. 
di(akn) ‘corpse’. For the semantic shift ‘to fall’ > ‘corpse’ cf. Lat. cado : cadaver 
(see above), Gr. pro ‘to fall’ : ztõ-ua n. ‘fall, plunge; the fallen, corpse’, Russ. 
padat’ ‘to fall’ : padal’ ‘corpse’ (Mladenov, ibid.), Arm. ank/ganim ‘to fall; to die 
(especially in battle, war)’ : ank-ac ‘corpse’ (see NHB 1: 168a). 


sar, o-stem: GDSg sar-o-y and AblSg i sar-o-y ‘tip, end; top, summit; ascent; summit 
of a mountain; mountain’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 183b]. For the problem of the trilled 7 in 
Marala sar, see Acarean 1926: 125-130. Hamsen sar refers to ‘forest’ [Ačatyan 
1947: 253]. For the semantic development ‘mountain’ > ‘wooded mountain’ > 
‘woods, forest’, see 3.4.11". 
eETYM Since long (see HAB 4: 182-183 for references), linked with IE cognate 
forms going back to the PIE word for ‘head’: Skt. NAccSg siras-, obl. sirsan- (ISg 
sirsnd, GAbISg sirsnds, LocSg sirsan, Loch) sirsasu) n. ‘head, top’, YAv. sarah- n. 
‘head’, MPers., NPers. sar ‘head’, Oss. ser ‘head, top’, Gr. von n. indecl. ‘head’, 
Kapa, GSg Kpaatoc n. ‘head’, pln. xapnva ‘head, top’, xépac n. ‘horn’, Lat. 
cerebrum n. ‘brain’ < *ker;-s-ro-, OHG hirni < *kerh 2-S-nio-, etc. For the forms and 
a discussion of the original paradigm *k(e)rh>-os, gen. *krh;-s-n-ós, see Frisk 1: 


17 For the contextual framework of this development note an illustration from a folk-tale told 
by the illiterate Nanuxas Atekyan (native of the Alaskert region, village of Garak'ilisa) and 
recorded by Nazaret‘ Martirosyan in Yerevan in 1915 [HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 200'']: Mard mi 
ketni, gelni kert'a sar koc hanelu. <...>, ka zarke kac ‘in : “There was a man. He goes to sar to 
bring a beam. <...>, he hits (with his) axe”. 
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784-785, 788, 825-827; 2: 6-7; Euler 1979: 238-240; Ringe 1988a; Beekes 1981-82: 
111-113; 1989b; Schrijver 1991: 96; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 638-639; Cheung 
2002: 223. 

Hübschmann (1883: 49; 1897: 236, 489) treats sar 'tip, top; mountain' as a native 
Armenian word directly comparable with Skt. siras- n. ‘head’, etc., whereas for 
*sar- ‘head’ in late compounds such as atand-a-sar ‘head of sectants’, kaxard-a-sar 
*head of wizards' (HAB 4: 183b) he assumes an Iranian origin. 

The native origin of sar ‘tip, mountain’ is largely accepted: HAB 4: 182-183; 
Pokorny 1959: 574; Solta 1960: 204-205; Mann 1968: 10 (confused with sar-k‘, u- 
stem ‘armour, equipment, furniture’); Godel 1975: 76; Nussbaum 1986: 111; 
Jahukyan 1987: 132; Beekes 2003: 194. For PIE s-stem neuters regularly yielding o- 
stems in Armenian, see 2.2.2.1; see also Matzinger 2005: 31, 45. The assumption on 
an s-less form *kyr-o- (Frisk 1: 785) is improbable and unnecessary. 

Others treat the Armenian word as an Iranian loan (Meillet p.c. apud HAB 4: 
183a; Bolognesi 1986: 1-11; Olsen 1999: 906). Indeed, the shape of Arm. sar is 
ambiguous (see also Euler 1979: 240; Matzinger 2005: 45). The semantics and the 
o-declension favour the native origin. The assumption that the Armenian o-inflection 
somehow reflects an Iranian word-final *-ah (Rasmussen apud Olsen 1999: 860) is 
unconvincing. 

Admittedly, each of these arguments, taken individually, cannot be viewed as 
decisive. Note in particular that MPers. sar referred also to ‘top, summit of a 
mountain' (HAB 4: 183a; Bolognesi 1986: 5-6; for the forms, see MacKenzie 1971: 
74; Nyberg 1974: 173b). Nevertheless, I do not share the view of Bolognesi (1986: 
1-11) who, after a thorough and useful analysis of Armenian and Iranian materials, 
comes to a clearcut conclusion that the Armenian word is definitely an iranism. 

I conclude that Arm. sar, o-stem ‘tip, end; top, summit; mountain’ may reflect 
PIE s-stem neuter *krh>-e/os- ‘head, top’ exactly like Skt. siras-, etc., although the 
Iranian origin cannot be excluded either. "° 


sarem 
eETYM See s.v. sari-k‘. 


sarik ‘starling’ (Hexaemeron, see below), ‘blackbird’ (Philo, rendering kernex in the 
margin); MidArm. sarek ‘starling’ (see NHB 2: 700bc; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 316b); 
MidArm. c‘ax-sarek ‘a small kind of singing bird, Troglodytes troglodytes’ 
containing c ‘ax ‘shrub’ (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 401a). 

Attested twice in Hexaemeron alongside with synonymous tarm-a-haw (K. 
Muradyan 1984: 2601", 279" cf. 358,4, index: 377ab), see s.v. tarm ‘flock of birds, 
starling’. For a philological analysis, see Greppin 1978: 187-189, who concludes 
that sarik refers to the Rose-Colored Starling. 

The Modern Standard Armenian form sareak is only found in dictionaries [HAB 
4: 187a]. 


118 According to Aéatyan (HAB 4: 183b), Georg. seri ‘hill’ is borrowed from Arm. sar 
*mountain'. It is tempting to assume that the Georgian form underlies an Armenian by-form 
*ser- from the old nominative *kerh;-os. This is, of course, highly uncertain. 
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eDIAL Van, Juta sarek, Mus, Ala&kert sareg, Xarberd sarek” [HAB 4: 187b], Dersim 
sareg [Batramyan 1960: 99b], Sebastia *sarek [Gabikean 1952: 491]. 

Some dialects have compounds with sew ‘black’ or t‘ux ‘dark, blackish’: Moks 
sivsärik, gen. sivsärk-u, pl. sivsärkatir *ckBopen um "po = ‘starling or blackbird’ 
[Orbeli 2002: 326] < *sew-sarek [HAB 4: 187b]; Svedia txsárág, t‘axsdrdg reflects 
*t‘ux-sarek ‘dark starling’ (see Andreasyan 1967: 161, 163, 382b), note also Svedia- 
Musa-Ler doxäräk which refers to a blackish bird presumably from the family of 
starlings (Gyozalyan 2001: 85). 

NHB 2: 700b records dial. carek as equivalent to sari/ek. This is identical with 
Mus careg ‘a kind of starling’ and may be interpreted as *cay-sarek, a compound 
with cay ‘gull’ [HAB 3: 181a]'"”. For this type of compounds cf. Zeyt'un jagrav ‘a 
bird’ probably composed as *cay ‘gull’ + agraw ‘raven’ [HAB 3: 181a; Aéatyan 
2003: 325]; Mus, Ala&kert c ‘urur [HAB 3: 618b], possibly composed as c ‘in + urur. 
Alternatively, careg reflects *cr-sarek, with cr ‘wild’, cf. Mu *Cir-kak'aw ‘a kind of 
bird’, with kak ‘aw ‘partridge’ (see Acarean 1913: 716a). 
eETYM Since Georg Dpir and de Lagarde (HAB 4: 187b), connected with Pers. sar, 
sarak, säraj, sari ‘starling’, Pahl. *sar ‘kite’ (cf. sar-i-gar ‘a bird of prey’ < ‘kite of 
mountain’, Nyberg 1974: 174a); cf. Skt. Sari- ‘a kind of bird’ (YV+), sarika- 
*Predigerkráhe, preacher crow’ (Ep.), Lith. šárka ‘magpie’, SCr. svrüka, Russ. 
soroka ‘magpie’, Alb. sorré ‘crow’. The appurtenance of the Balto-Slavic form is 
uncertain (see Derksen 2008: 477), and the Albanian probably belongs with Skt. 
krsna- ‘black’, etc. (see Demiraj 1997: 355). 

The Armenian word has been treated as an Iranian loanword (Htibschmann 1897: 
236-237; HAB 4: 187; Jahukyan 1987: 543, 569, 571; Perixanjan 1993: 26; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 630). Others directly link it with Skt. sari-, Russ. 
soröka, etc. (Petersson 1916: 270; Pokorny 1959: 569). One should at least be aware 
that the Iranian origin of sareak is not compulsory (see also L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 
216-217; cf. jahukyan 1987: 208, with a question-mark), unlike dayeak ‘nurse’, 
which most certainly is an Iranian loanword. For Iranisms in -ik and -eak, see 
Jahukyan 1987: 569; 1993: 263. An Armenian origin is probable for arbaneak 
‘servant’ and tatrak ‘turtle-dove’ (q.v.). 

Greppin (1978: 189; apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 362a) distinguishes two 
Armenian words, sarik ‘starling’ and sarek ‘blackbird’, and assumes that sarek 
directly derives from IE, whereas sarik came via Iranian. However, the semantic 
distribution between the Armenian forms is not straightforward since sarik refers to 
‘blackbird’ too (in the margin of Philo), and MidArm. sarek seems to denote 
‘starling’. Besides, these formations may easily be explained within Armenian. 

PArm. *sar-i- may be derived from *kori- (cf. Skt. säri-), *krH-i(h;), *keh;r- 
i(h,)-, or *kHr-i(hz)-. ClArm. sarik consists of *sar- or *sari- and the diminutive 
suffix -ik, and MidArm. sarek derives from *sareak < sari- + dimin. -ak. Note other 
such diminutive formations based on Armenian bird-names that are definitely of 
non-Iranian origin, e.g. *alawne-ak, *atun-ak, *atun-ik, *alawan-ik, etc. from 
atawni ‘pigeon, dove’; *cicern-ak and *cicern-ik from cice/arn ‘swallow’. 


!? However, note Megr. caro- ‘fishing bird’ (on which see Klimov 1998: 309). 
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I conclude that there are no solid grounds for assuming an lranian origin, 
although it cannot be excluded either. We may posit an Armeno-Indo-Iranian bird- 
name. 

On the other hand, Arm. sar-ik is reminiscent of Gr. wap, gen. vapoc, Ion. wnp, 
gen. wnpos m. ‘starling’, Hesychian wdpic ‘a kind of sparrow’, etc. AcCaryan (HAB 
4: 187b) points out that the resemblance 1s accidental, which is not necessarily the 
case. The Greek word may be regarded as a metathesized form of the words for 
‘sparrow’: OIc. sporr, OHG sparo, OEngl. spearwa, Engl. sparrow, Gr. ozapáoiov, 
etc. (Frisk 2: 1130; Chantraine 1968-80: 1286; Greppin apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 
543b, cf. 534b; for the forms, see also Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 541 = 1995, 1: 
458). At any case, it seems to be a substratum word (see Beekes 1977a: 5). For such 
a metathesis cf. another substratum word, Arm. sunkn *mushroom', probably from 
*psong- vs. Gr. omdyyoc, oqóyyoc ‘sponge’, Lat. fungus ‘fungus, mushroom’ (q.v.). 
On the whole, however, this explanation of sareak is less convincing than the former 
one. 


sari-k‘, ea-stem (there is also IP] sar-i-w-k‘, as a spelling var. of sar-ea-w-k‘) ‘chain, 
fetters, bands’. 

5" cent.+. In P‘awstos Buzand 4.16: kaper pater erkat‘i sareök‘ “he chained and 
bound it with iron bands" (transl. Garsoian 1989: 147); P‘awstos Buzand 5.7: ew 
arjakeac‘ zArsak <...> ew yanroc' paranoc "ën stt‘ayic‘n sareac'n “And he freed 
Ar&ak from <...>, and from the bonds of the iron yoke upon his neck" (transl. 
Garsoian 1989: 199). 
eETYM Usually linked with Gr. xaipoc m. ‘the row of threads connecting the 
warp-threads to the loom’, xeipia (also kapia, etc.) f. ‘girth of a bedstead; 
swathing-band, bandage’, xaipooécv (Homer) ‘close-woven’, xaipda ‘tie the xaipor 
onto the loom’; Skt. srynkhala- ‘chain, fetter’, srnkhala- ‘a chain, fetter (esp. for 
confining the feet of an elephant); a man’s belt; a measuring chain’; Alb. thur 
‘fence, knit’, as well as with Arm. sard, i- stem ‘spider’ (Bible+; dial.), see HAB 4: 
187-188; Pokorny 1959: 577-578; Frisk 1: 756; Jahukyan 1987: 132, 175. On Skt. 
srnkhala-, however, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 374, 652. 

Clackson (1994: 139-140) points out that the semantic connection between the 
Armenian and Greek words is not strong, and the reconstruction of a root *ker- ‘to 
weave’ rests on very slender evidence. However, Arm. sar-i-k ‘is connected with the 
verb sarem, which is largely known in the literature (though not at the earliest stage) 
and has been preserved in numerous dialects in meanings ‘to form, make; to equip, 
prepare; to stretch; to weave, etc.’; note also sar-k‘, u-stem ‘armour, equipment, 
furniture, etc.’ (see HAB 4: 183-184, 188a). Besides, M. Schwartz (1986: 359-360) 
adds an Iranian cognate to these IE words, namely verbal *sar- ‘to tie, attach, link’ 
(on this etymon, see also de Vaan 2003: 99-100; Cheung 2007: 337). The relation of 
sar-k' with aspar ‘shield’ is doubtful. 

I conclude that the restoration of *ker- ‘to tie, bind, attach; to weave’ is probable. 
Arm. sar-i-k‘ and Gr. xaipoc, keıpla can be derived from the following paradigm: 
NSg *ker-ih-, GSg *kr-ih>-ös. In view of its vocalism, Arm. sarem may be a 
denominative verb. It may also have resulted from contamination with the 
above-mentioned Iran. *sar- ‘to tie, attach, link’. 
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Arm. sard, i- stem ‘spider’ (Bible+; dial.) is usually treated as a *-ti- derivative: 
*kr-ti- > sard, obl. sard-i(-). This “would imply a semantic transfer from abstract to 
concrete” [Olsen 1999: 193]. For the semantic fluctuation between ‘spider’ and 
‘spider’s web’ cf. sard. Olsen (1999: 193) points out that there are other 
possibilities, such as e.g. *kr-d"h,o-. Perhaps better: *kr-d'eh,- > PArm. *sar-di-. 

If IPl sar-i-w-k' (next to sar-ea-w-k ^) is reliable, it would imply the existence of 
*sar, i-stem next to sari-k', ea-stem, and sar-k', u-stem [HAB 4: 187b]. In this case, 
one may suggest the following scenario: NSg *-ui (< *-oi), obl. *-i-, see s.v. giwt. 
This is, however, uncertain. 


sex, o-stem: GDSg sex-o-y only in Hexaemeron (see K. Muradyan 1984: 134-5), but 
the attestation 1s not reliable, see NHB 2: 704c; "melon", 

Attested in Numbers 11.5, Ephrem, Zgon/Afrahat (seix), Mxit'ar Goš, Galen (seix 
or sext), etc. Derivatives: sex-eni, GDPI se(l)xene-a-c ' (Bible+) and later sex-astan = 
Gr. oıkv-nAarov “patch of gourds, cucumbers’. GDSg sefxen-o-y is attested in Book 
of Chries 6.4.7 (G. Muradyan 1993: 1445 Russ. transl. 2000: 136): zören sebxenoy 
zeresok' erkri taraceal i koxumn ` *nexur n0/106Ho mbine, HOA HOTAMN”. 
eDIAL Artial/Sué'ava sex (with a diphthongal /ie/, see Acaryan 1953: 285, cf. 25f), 
Nor Naxijewan, Sebastia (also Gabikean 1952: 491), Axalc'xa, Karin sex [HAB 4: 
198a]. 
eETYM Since NHB 2: 704c (see also HAB 4: 197b; Jahukyan 1987: 310; Olsen 
937,0), linked with Gr. oıxöa, Ion. -úņ f. ‘bottle-gourd, Lagenaria vulgaris; round 
gourd, Cucurbita maxima; gourd used as a calabash’, oekova ‘id.’ (Hesychius), 
O1KvOG, oikvOc m., oíkuc f. ‘cucumber’, ofxvog nenwv ‘a kind of gourd or melon, not 
eaten till quite ripe’; cf. also Lacon. oexovavn ‘a kind of olive’ (Hesychius). Further, 
cf. Slav. *tyky, cf. Russ. tykva ‘pumpkin’. Treated as a loanword from Thracian or 
Phrygian (see HAB 4: 197b, with refer.) or an unspecified source; for a discussion, 
see Frisk 2: 704. The vocalic variation of the Greek forms points to Pre-Greek 
[Furnée 1972: 251, 357]. 

The appurtenance of the Slavic is uncertain, and the Armenian form (not 
mentioned by Frisk and Furnée) renders it even more difficult. 

Probably MedPont *si/ek"u-. Irregularities from an Indo-European point of view: 
(1) vocalic alternation *-e/i-; (2) *s- > Arm. s-; (3) a voiceless aspirate. 


ser ‘cream of milk, skin on milk or sour clotted milk’, attested in Zgon-Afrahat, and in 
Middle Armenian: Geoponica, Minas T'oxat'c'i, Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, Yovhannes 
T‘lkuranc‘i, Nahapet K*uc'ak [NHB 2: 708b; HAB 4: 321b; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 
321b]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 204b]. In some dialects replaced by eres 
‘face’ (Larabal ires, Agulis kxc “iris lit. ‘milk-face’) and recent loanwords such as 
xaymax, laymal, arazan (see HAB 4: 204b; Acarean 1902: 162; Davt‘yan 1966: 469, 
etc.). Orbeli (2002: 326) glosses Moks sir as "nenn, CIIHBKU Mojrougbre'. According 
to Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 106a, Ararat ser refers to ‘cream on sour clotted milk’; cf. 
also the attestation from Yovhannes T‘Ikuranc‘i (see below for references). 
Axalk‘alak‘ seruc' ‘thick skin on milk when being warmed’ [Acarean 1913: 
961a], Aslanbek serünc‘, serüsg [HAB 4: 204b], Ararat serusk beside the simple ser 
[Markosyan 1989: 315a], and ModArm. seruc 'k' *cream of milk, skin on warmed or 
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boiled milk? [Malxaseanc‘ HBB 4: 205c] point to ser-oyc ‘, ser-oyc -k', cf. sar-oyc' 
‘ice’ vs. sar(n) ‘cold; ice’ (q.v.). 

eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 204b) rejects the connections with Lat. serum ‘whey’ 
(NHB 2: 708b) and Skt. sara- ‘cream’ (Dervischjan 1877: 99) and leaves the origin 
of the Armenian word open. Note that the initial *s- would drop in Armenian. One 
might assume a substratum origin (cf. the s- of sex *melon', q.v.). 

I tentatively suggest a connection to Skt. saras n. ‘cream, skin on milk’, a word of 
obscure origin (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 617). An *s-stem neuter *ker-e/os- 
would regularly yield Arm. ser, o-stem (see 2.2.2.1). The inflection-class of ser 1s 
unknown. The only inflected form known to me is the ISg ser-o-v in Yovhannes 
T‘Ikuranc‘i, 14-15" cent. (Pivazyan 1960: 222", Russell 1987a: P App. III) and 
Nahapet K‘ué‘ak apud MijHayBar 2, 1992: 321b), which would point to o-stem. 
However, -ov has become the most dominant instrumental ending in Middle 
Armenian (Karst 1901: 146-149, 153, 156, etc.; L. Hovsep'yan 1975: 74-76; E. 
Mkrté*yan 1980: 124-127), and an attestation from the 14/15" century cannot be 
taken as secure evidence of an original o-stem, although this remains a possibility. 

Thus: Arm. ser ‘cream of milk, skin on milk or sour clotted milk’ and Skt. saras 
n. ‘cream, skin on milk’ may be regarded as an Armeno-Indo-Aryan word reflecting 
a late IE *ker-e/os- n. ‘cream of milk’. If no other cognate forms are found, one may 
assume a cultural loan of substratum origin, although there are no specific formal 
reasons for that. 


sin;, o-stem: AblSg i sn-o-y ‘empty’ (John Chrysostom, Ephrem), snanam ‘to become 
empty’ (Bible+), sn-oti, wo-stem: GDPI snotw-o-c ‘, IPl snotw-o-v-k*; ea-stem: GDPI 
snote-a-c ‘, IPl snote-a-w-k' (both Bible+) ‘empty, hollow; vain’; sin or osin ‘thin, 
blighted’ said of hask ‘ear of corn’ (Genesis 41.6,7,27, see Zeyt‘unyan 1985: 339, 
342); *hosin in denominative verb hosnil (Grigoris Arsaruni's Commentary on Cyril 
of Jerusalem) and in the dialects (see below). 

For attestations and derivatives of sin, see Clackson 1994: 139. 
eDIAL Mus, Bulanox Aasin ‘unmown dried grass’, verb hasnil ‘to wither’ [HAB 4: 
215a; Melik‘ean 1964: 510b]. 

Ačatyan (HAB 4: 215a) does not record any dialectal forms of sin. One finds 
evidence from some eastern peripheral dialects. According to Alayan 1954: 286b, 
here belongs Metri sen ‘empty, unused pot’. Balramyan 1961: 199b records Krzen 
sin not specifying the semantics. Margaryan 1977: 159-160 introduces Goris sen 
‘empty, useless, lean’ mostly said of milk. 
eETYM Derived from QIE *keno- with Gr. Att. xevóc, Hom. keve(f)óç, Ion. xeivóg 
‘empty, idle’ [Hübschmann 1897: 490; HAB 4: 215a with references; Pokorny 1959: 
564; C. Arutjunjan 1983: 302-303; Mallory/Adams 1997: 179a]. 

Greek and Armenian seem to show disagreement in the suffixation. The Greek 
word may be regarded as a thematized u-stem*kenu-o-, which would yield Arm. 
*sing or *sin-r (for a discussion, see Chantraine 1968-80: 514b; Eichner 1978: 
15245; Clackson 1994: 138-139). Perhaps a Mediterranean substratum word (cf. 
Jahukyan 1987: 301). The Armenian form points to *keno- or *keneuo- (or *-auo-, 
Viredaz 2001-02a: 2; 2005: 94-95) through contraction, cf. another Mediterranean 
word with a similar problem, Arm. t 'et-i ‘elm’ vs. Gr. zze/&(p)a ‘elm’. 

The anlaut of (h)o-sin is unclear, cf. o-jin vs. jin ‘staff’. 
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sin; ‘sorb, service-berry’ (“B2Skaran”), sinj ‘sorb, service-berry; haw, etc.’ 

(Geoponica, Yaysmawurk‘, Amirdovlat‘, etc.). 

Mostly attested in medical and botanical literature. The tree: snj-i or snj-ni. 
eDIAL The form sinj has been preserved in numerous dialects, mostly in extreme E 
and SE (Lazax, Samaxi, Larabal, Agulis, Juta, Moks, etc.) and SW (Cilicia, Svedia) 
[HAB 4: 217a]. In the forms with additional -n (or the tree-suffix -ni) one finds a 
development -nj- > -zn-. 

Svedia has snjäg (the berry) and sanjgina (the tree) (HAB, ibid.), the guttural 
suffix of which can be identified with hacar-uk, hacar-k-i ‘beech’ (see 2.3.1). 
eETYM The forms sin and sinj, albeit in HAB represented as separate entries, must 
be connected to each other (see various attempts recorded in HAB 4: 215a, 217a), as 
well as with Pers. sinjid ‘jujube’, Bundahiön *sincat ‘jujube’ and synk (*sinak) 
‘sorb’ [Bailey 1985: 27-28]. Acaryan (HAB 4: 217a), albeit with reservation, 
compares with Arm. sinc/j ‘sticky substance’ (Philo+). On the plant-suffix -j/, see 
2.3.1. 

Further, compare Sumer. Sennur prob. *medlar', and sinig ‘tamarisk’ (on which 
see Hoffner 1974: 118-119). 


sisern (GSg siseran in Fables of Mxit'ar Goš; also sisran in NHB 2: 714b, but with no 
evidence) ‘chick-pea’, attested in Agat'angelos, Paterica, Galen; sisarn in the Fables 
of Vardan Aygekc‘i (13" cent.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 218]. The final -n is seen in Larabat, 
Hadrut‘, etc. siserna, siser [Davt'yan 1966: 470], Agulis sáysárn [Aéatean 1935: 
388], as well as in the paradigm of Van: siser, gen. sisran [Acaryan 1952: 126]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. xpióg ‘chick-pea’, xikeppoı, Lat. cicer n. ‘chick-pea’, 
OPr. keckers ‘chick-pea’ [HAB 4: 218a; Pokorny 1959: 598; Toporov, PrJaz [3], I- 
K, 1980: 302-304; Jahukyan 1987: 132], Alb. thjer(r), thierr ‘lentil, Ervum lens’ 
(Demiraj 1997: 398-399, with ref.). The connection with the Latin word is suggested 
since NHB (2: 714b). Note also Russ. cecevíca ‘lentil’, etc. (Pisani 1974). 

The reconstruction of the vocalism of this term presents us with difficulties: *-e/i-. 
For Armenian, *-ei/oi- has been assumed [Hübschmann 1883: 13; 1897: 490; HAB 
4: 218a; Jahukyan 1982: 112]. In view of irregular phonological correspondences, 
this etymon should be treated as non-Indo-European [Jahukyan 1987: 49]. Beekes 
(2000: 29) mentions the irregular alternations k/k, e/i. One might assume a 
borrowing from a ‘Mediterranean’ source [Clackson 1994: 143]. For possibly related 
North Caucasian forms, see Jahukyan 1987: 601, 612. 

On the reduplication, see Greppin 1981b: 6-7; Jahukyan 1982: 112-113; Olsen 
1999: 410. 


sirt, i-stem: GDSg srt-i, AblSg i srt-e, ISg srt-i-w, AllSg i sirt, LocSg i srt-i, GDPI srt- 
Ge, IPI srt-i-w-k', AllLocPl i sirt-s (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 
1895: 1344-1350) ‘heart’; srt-mt-im, 3sg.aor. srtmtec “a-w (with mit ‘mind’) ‘to 
grow indignant, become angry’ (Bible+); srtnum ‘to grow indignant’ (John 
Chrysostom), srtnim ‘id.’ (Nerses Lambronac‘i). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 4: 221]. A huge number of phrases and 
derivatives: Amatuni 1912: 590-591, 601-602; Aécarean 1913: 966-971, 987-989; 
HayLezBrbBar 5, 2008: 334-353, 398-402. 
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eETYM Since long, derived from the PIE word for ‘heart’, *kerd, *krd-ós (or PD 
*kr-ed-s), *krd(i)-: Hitt. ker, kard(-i)- ‘heart, core’, HLuw. zart(i)- n. ‘heart’, CLuw. 
VZUzärt- ‘heart’ (cf. however Starke 1990: 631,), Gr. «jp n. ‘heart’, xapóía, Ion. 
kpaöin f. ‘heart; soul, spirit’, metaphorically ‘soul, spirit; heart of wood’, Lat. cor, 
cordis n. ‘heart; mind’, Olr. cride n. ‘heart’ < *kr(e)dio- (see Schrijver 1995: 319- 
320), OCS srodoce, Russ. sérdce ‘heart’, Lith. širdis ‘heart’ (cf. OCS sréda ‘middle, 
community, Wednesday’, Lith. šerdis f. ‘core, kernel, pith’, etc.), Goth. hairto n. 
‘heart’; with unclear anlaut: Skt. hrdaya- n. ‘heart’, su-hárd- ‘with a good heart, 
friendly’, OAv. zarad- n. ‘heart’, YAv. zeraóaiia- n. ‘heart’, Parth. zyrd, Oss. zeerde 
‘heart’, etc. vs. Skt. $raddhá- ‘confidence, devotion’, Av. zrazdäiti- f. ‘trust, 
confidence, believe’, cf. Lat. credere ‘to trust, believe’, etc. from *kred-d'eh)- ‘to 
trust, believe’ < ‘to put heart’ (on which see the excursus below), Hübschmann 1897: 
490; HAB 4: 220-221; Pokorny 1959: 579-580; Frisk 1: 787-788; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 800-801, = 1995, 1: 701;; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
663, 818; Mallory/Adams 1997: 262-263. 

For the reconstruction of the PIE paradigm and related problems, see Szemerenyi 
1970; Rix 1970: 81; Eichner 1978: 15444; Beekes 1987c: 51-53; 1990: 39, 397; 1995: 
190; Schrijver 1991: 134-135, 484. The i-stem of Arm. sirt is compared with Hitt. 
kardi-, Gr. kapöia, Kpadin, Olr. cride, etc. (apart from the references above, see also 
Hamp 1984: 200; Saradzeva 1986: 134; cf. Szemerényi 1970: 515, 523, 526). For 
Arm. srt-mt-im ‘to grow indignant, become angry’ and semantically comparable 
derivatives in cognate languages, see Szemerenyi 1970: 517-519. 


Excursus: ‘to put in one’s heart’ 

In the Bible one finds a considerable number of attestations of the formula dnem i 
sirt or i srti ‘to put in one’s heart’. Some of them may represent Greek calques, but 
this can hardly hold true for others. Here are a few random examples without a 
philological analysis: Job 11.13: /sk et'e du surb edir zsirt k‘o “If you have made 
your heart pure" : ei yap ob kadapav Zon nv Kapdtav cov (Cox 2006: 105). 
Deuteronomy 11.18 (Cox 1981: 124-125): ew dijik‘ zbans zays i sirts jer “and you 
shall put these words in your hearts” ` xai &ußalsite tà Drjuaxa tadta eis mv kapdlav 
úuðv. Ezekiel 3.10: dir i srti kum : Jaße eig mu Kapotav cov. Revelations 17.17: 
astuac ed i sirts noc'a ` 6 yàp Uedc &Ócev eig TAG kapólag abTOV. 

The formula is also found in Middle Armenian, e.g. Vardan Aygekc‘i: i srtums dri 
zk'o xosk'd “in mein Herz habe ich deine Rede niedergelegt” (transl. Karst 1901: 4). 
In view of the locative form in -um, this passage is frequently cited as an example of 
early EastArm. dialectal features in Vardan (Yovnanean 1897, 1: 254; Karst 1901: 4 
— 2002: 14-15; H. Muradyan 1972: 15). 

In the late medieval dictionary entitled. Bargirk' hayoc‘ [Amalyan 1975: 
296""?^. the verb sp'op'em ‘to comfort, console’ is rendered by sirt dnel and 
kazdurel (see also MijHayBar 2, 1992: 329b). Note also ModArm. sirt(a) dnel ‘to 
hide emotions in oneself, to be devoted to something, work zealously’ 
[HayLezDarjBar 1975: 523b, 525a] and dialectal sirt dnel ‘to encourage’ (Akn, 
Malat‘ia, Larabat), ‘to work zealously’ (Xarberd), ‘to satisfy’ (Nor Jula), see 
HayLezBrbBar 5, 2008: 335a. 

A textual illustration for *sirt dnel can be found in a Larabat folk-tale (1929, 
Susi) in the meaning ‘to give hope, encourage": Iti ink‘a ürän saert tinelav aspasam 
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a darvisin “In this way giving herself hope (lit. putting heart), (she) is waiting for 
the darvis” [HZHek* 5, 1966: 164]. See also L. Harut‘yunyan 1991: 307'*: Astvac 
ulurma tani mart'in srtuma “May God put the compassion into the heart of the 
man". 

Naturally, a careful philological analysis of this phrase is beyond of my scope 
here. Nevertheless, these examples taken from different stages of the history of 
Armenian can lead to a tentative reconstruction *sirt dnem or i srti dnem ‘to put 
(hope, trust, belief, zeal, compassion) in one's heart". 

The heart was obviously regarded as the organ of belief and spirit in both 
historical and recent times, cf. Agat‘angelos § 690 (1909-1980: 358'*; transl. 
Thomson 2001: 223): tal zHogin Astucoy bnakel i sirts mardkan “to make the Spirit 
of God dwell in men's hearts". According e.g. to a 20" century record from Aréak, 
Van-region (S. Avagyan 1978: 105a), one believed that hisani xokyin sorti tayn i “the 
soul of a person is under his heart". 

Remarkably, this was the case also in the period of PIE, as is clear from a similar 
formula that is securely reconstructed as PIE *kred-d"edh,- ‘to put heart’, ‘sein Herz 
setzen auf etwas’, cf. Skt. srád dha ‘to trust’, sraddha- f. ‘confidence, devotion’, 
Lat. credö, credere ‘to believe, trust; to entrust’, etc. For other forms and a 
discussion, see Schmitt 1967: 18, 216-219; Benveniste 1969, 1: 171-179 = 1973: 
138-144 (sceptical); Ivanov 1976a: 259; 1981: 143-148; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 
2: 800-801, 833-834 — 1995, 1: 701-702, 732; Schrijver 1991: 134-135; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 663; Mallory/Adams 1997: 263a"^?. 


sirt or sird (vars. seron-sirt, seron-sird) ‘hoarfrost bringing wind’, only in Anania 
Sirakac‘i, 7^ cent, with meteorological description (HAB 4: 220a; A. G 
Abrahamyan 1940: 32""°). 
eETYM Aécaryan (HAB 4: 220a) rejects the connection with Pers. sard ‘cold’ on 
formal and semantic grounds and leaves the origin of the word open. The Persian 
word belongs with YAv. sarata- ‘cold’, Lith. saltas ‘cold’, etc. from IE *Kolh jto- 
(see s.v. sarn ‘ice’ on this word). 

One may assume a connection with OCS sévers “North, north wind’, Lat. caurus 
m. ‘north-western wind’, etc. For the determinative -t- cf. Arm. c‘urt ‘cold’ (q.v.), 
probably belonging here too. The determinative -t- may be derived from IE *-d- 
seen e.g. in Oss. seerd/serde ‘summer’, YAv. sarad- f. ‘year’, Skt. sarad- f. 
‘autumn; year’, possibly from ‘warm season’ if a derivative in *-(e)d- from Sib, 
Lat. calere ‘to be warm’, etc. (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 616; Cheung 2002: 
223; cf. Schrijver 1991: 206-207)". 

Arm. sirt may be derived from QIE *keh uer-d- through contraction *-€we- > 
*-iwe- > -i- (cf. 2.1.33.1), and a zero-grade form QIE *khjur-d- could be reflected in 
c 'urt. Note that in the latter case we may be dealing with the possible development 
*KH > Arm. c‘ (see 2.1.18.1). Needless to say, this interpretation is highly 
hypothetical, particularly because sirt/d is a hapax. 


120 Orel 1995: 117 introduces Hebrew parallels for this formula. 

121 Tf sird is the original reading variant, we have to posit a QIE *-t- (cf. YAv. sarata- ‘cold’, 
etc. above), with a regular voicing *-rt- > Arm. -rd-, or SA (see s.v. awd ‘air’, another 
atmospheric word). 
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siwn, an-stem: GDSg sean, ISg seam-b, AblSg siwn-e (Exodus 26.32), NPI siwn-k‘, 
API siwn-s, GDPI sean-c ‘, IPl seam-b-k‘ (the paradigm is abundantly represented in 
the Bible), AblSg i siwn-e also in Paterica; i-stem: ISg siwn-i-w in Paterica; 
‘column, pillar’. 

Attested also in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.33 (1913=1991: 152: transl. Thomson 
1978: 171): GDSg sean. 
eDIAL Agulis sün [Aéarean 1935: 88, 388], Larabal, C‘aylu, etc. sün [Davt‘yan 
1966: 470], Hadrut‘ sün [A. Potosyan 1965: 34], Hacon sin [Aéaryan 2003: 88, 338], 
Svedia sayn [Ataryan 2003: 399, 587], or säyn (see Andreasyan 1967: 383a, but cf. 
32), or soyn (see Hananyan 1995: 197b), Lori sin [M. Asatryan 1968: 60, 192a], 
Ararat sun [Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1973: 38, 343; Markosyan 1989: 315a]. The 
form sun is found in most of the Western dialects (ko-branch); Xarberd has son 
[HAB 4: 222a]. Dersim: sun, sin, sin [Batramyan 1960: 99b]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. xcv, -ovog ‘column, pillar’ [NHB 2: 716b; Dervischjan 
1877: 102]. Three reconstructions have been proposed: *kr(i)ön [Hübschmann 1897: 
490; HAB 4: 221b; Pokorny 1959: 598; Jahukyan 1982: 43, 108, cf. 22245 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 28, 29 (otherwise: 442a)]; *Kru)on [Hübschmann 1883: 49; 
Jahukyan 1987: 132; Clackson 1994: 140-143; Mallory/Adams 1997: 442a (see 
below); Olsen 1999: 135; Lubotsky 2002a: 323b; Beekes 2003: 165, 175; Matzinger 
2005: 73]; *kisön (for the references, see HAB 4: 222a; Clackson 1994: 140). In 
view of Myc. ki-wo-ge ‘and a pillar’ (see Clackson 1994: 140), *kiuon should be 
regarded as the correct reconstruction. 

It has been assumed that the -w- was lost before -u-: acc. *siwon-n >*siwun > 
siwn [Kortlandt 1993: 10; = 2003: 103,, with ref.; Beekes 2003: 165]. Beekes (ibid.) 
notes that the -w- in siwn (= *siun) does not continue the original *-w-. For a 
discussion and references, see especially Clackson 1994: 140-141. _ 

Clackson (1994: 141-142) reconstructs NSg *krwom, NPI *krwmmes or NDu 
*krwmm(e)h,, assuming that the plural (dual) form might be reflected in Arm. seam- 
k‘ (pL) *doorpost'. Beekes (2000: 21,) points out that the reconstruction *kiwmmes 
for seam-k' is unacceptable, and that “it may have generalized am < m before 
consonant". Then he notes that the absence of the w could be analogical after the 
nominative siwn (= *siun, cf. above). 

The attempts to find an Indo-European etymon for *kruon were unsuccessful (see 
Clackson 1994: 141-142, with a thorough critical analysis). Likewise unconvincing 
is the assumption that *&iH-uon- “derived ultimately by laryngeal metathesis from 
*KHi-uon- which would derive from *keH(i)- ‘sharpen’, i.e., a pointed pole or stake" 
[Volpe/Adams/Mallory apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 442a]. 

According to Clackson (1994: 141, 142-143), *Kruon represents a borrowing into 
Greek and Armenian from a lost non-Indo-European source. Another possible trace 
of this word in the Balkan area may be seen in Roumanian fiu (see Jahukyan 1987: 
298-300, 304, with ref). The correspondence between Gr. x- and Armenian s- 
suggests that the borrowing took place at a quite early period, before the Armenian 
*palatalization' (i.e. assibilation of PIE *K- into Arm. s-), see Clackson 1994: 142- 
143; cf. also Jahukyan 1978: 129; Arutjunjan 1983: 303; Beekes 2000: 21). 

Recently, however, K. Praust (apud Lubotsky 2001b: 14; 2002a: 323b; accepted 
in Beekes 2003: 152-153, 165) suggested to derive Gr. xícv and Arm. siwn from 
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PIE *(s)kiHu- ‘shin’: Russ. cévka ‘bobbin; (esp. hollow) bone; (dal shinbone', 
OEngl. scia ‘shin, leg’, Indo-Iranian *Hast-ciHua-: Skt. asthivá(nt)- ‘shin, shank’ 
and Av. ascuua- ‘shank’ (cf. Arm. ciw ‘shank, leg’, probably borrowed from an 
independently unattested Ir. *crva- ‘shank’, see Martirosyan 2005). On this PIE 
term, see Lubotsky 2002a. 


slak‘, a-stem: IPI slak -a-w-k‘ (P‘awstos Buzand 5.35 and Sebéos 11), AblSg i s/ak -e 
(Grigor Narekac‘i); later o-stem: ISg s/ak -o-v (Epiphanius of Cyprus, Carantir) 
‘arrow, pointed arrow, javelin, pike, point of arrow or lance’. 

Attested in Proverbs 25.18, Psalms 54.22/23, P‘awstos Buzand 4.51, 5.35 
(1883=1984: 137'*, 200"; transl. Garsoian 1989: 168, 217), Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11 
(1913=1991: 36°; transl. Thomson 1978: 87-88), Sebeos 11 
(Xaé'atryan/Eliazaryan 2005: 72'*; transl. Thomson 1999: 22), Ephrem, etc. 
eETYM Since long (Dervischjan 1877: 4; Lidén 1906: 78-80), derived from PIE 
*kuH-lo-: Skt. süla- m. n. ‘spear, javelin, roasting-spit’ (RV+), Lat. culex ‘mosquito, 
gnat, midge’, Olr. cuil ‘mosquito, gnat’, Welsh cylion ‘midges’; accepted by Meillet 
p.c. 1931 apud HAB 4: 224a; Aécartyan HAB ibid.; Pokorny 1959: 626; Jahukyan 
1987: 133; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 651-652; Mallory/Adams 1997: 537a. The 
form *kul- with a short vowel seen in Latin and Celtic may reflect *KHul-, but a 
secondary shortening is possible too (Schrijver 1991: 239, 527). 

Arm. slak‘ may be interpreted as PArm. *sulo- > *sul- + -ak' or *sula- (from QIE 
fem. *K(o)ul-eh;-) + -k' < *-k-eh;-. For the suffix -(a)k‘, see e.g. s.v. c 'amak', a-stem 
‘dry, dry land’. Further see Olsen 1999: 70 who compares the structure of slak‘ with 
that of Lat. culex. 


*slul (dial.) ‘cold, coldness’. 
eDIAL Ararat, Van, Mus, C‘enkiler-Nikomidia slul, Širak slal subst. ‘cold, coldness’ 
[Amatuni 1912: 592b; Acarean 1913: 972a]; Ararat, Van s//-a-tar ‘sensitive to cold, 
chilly (person); damaged by cold’ [Amatuni 1912: 592a; Aëatean 1913: 972a], lit. 
‘taken by cold’. 
@ETYM See s.v. sarn ‘ice’. 


sxal ‘mistake, failure; crime’, sxalem, sxalim ‘to err, be mistaken; to stumble; to fail, 
miss’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. In some dialects (Ararat, T‘iflis, Juta, Marala): 
stal, with voicing of the -x-. Akn and Nor Naxijewan have zial, with an initial z/-; cf. 
also Mus verbal załlel ‘to be mistaken’ (a misprint for ztalel?) [HAB 4: 225a]. On 
the literary evidence for z#-, as well as the semantics of the Nor Naxijewan form, see 
s.v. sxalak. 
Aéarean (1926: 96) points out that the development x > Marala ? is exceptional. 
Tigranakert zalaxvil ‘to glide, stumble’ is represented by A. Haneyan (1978: 207) 
in the list of purely dialectal words, without a reference to any classical form. It may 
derive from *z/al-v-il, with metathesis. 
eETYM See s.v. se? ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’. 


sxalak ‘drunken, tipsy’ (Isaiah 24.20), sxalakim ‘to become drunken, tipsy, 
inebriated’ (Philo), sxatakim ‘id.’ (P‘awstos), zxatakanam (John Chrysostom), etc. 
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In Isaiah 24.20: ibrew zarbealn ew zsxalak “like a drunken man" (= Gr. @¢ 6 
LeÜDov Kal KpaimaA@v). 

In P‘awstos Buzand 4.14 (1883=1984: 97-5 transl. Garsoian 1989: 139): Isk 
yorzam arbec ‘aw sxatakec ‘aw “and when he had drunk and become inebriated”. 
@DIAL Preserved in the dialect of Nor Naxijewan: z/alel ‘to become drunken, tipsy’ 
[HAB 4: 225a]. For the initial z- cf. zxafakanam (Chrysostom), as well as the 
dialectal forms s.v. sxal. 
eETYM Belongs with sxal (q.v.) According to Menevischean (1889: 62), 
“wahrscheinlich dem griech. uedv-opalAew nachgemacht". As demonstrated by 
Acaryan (HAB 4: 225a), however, the dialectal (Nor Naxijewan z/alel ‘to become 
drunken, tipsy’) evidence suggests an inner-Armenian semantic development rather 
than a literary influence. 


sxtor ‘garlic’ (Geoponica, Galen). 
eETYM See s.v. xstor ‘garlic’. 


skesur, a-stem: GDSg skesr-i, AblSg i skesr-e (Bible-), ISg skesr-a-w (John 
Chrysostom, Philo) *husband's mother’ (Bible+); kesur in Eznik Kotbac‘i is usually 
taken as a dialectal form (NHB 2: 719b, cf. 1: 1089c; HAB 4: 228a; L. 
Hovhannisyan 1991: 26); skesr-ayr (according to NHB, also skesr-eay), GDSg 
skesrayr-i (1 Kings 4.21), AblSg i skesr-ayr-é (Barset Con) ‘husband’s father’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL The forms skesur and kesur ‘husband’s mother’ are widespread in the dialects 
[HAB 4: 228b]. 

For ‘husband’s father" Aéatyan (HAB 4: 228b) mentions Jula skesror and Xarberd 
gesar. In other dialects it has been replaced by recent compounds, such as Zeyt'un 
osgosuy-bob husband's father’ = *skesur-pap lit. ‘father at husband's mother’ vs. 
zak and ‘-bab *wife's father’ = zok'anc' ‘wife’s mother’ + pap ‘father’, thus ‘father at 
wife's mother’ (HAB 1: 193a; Acaryan 2003: 308, 338). 
eETYM Belongs with PIE *suekru-h>- f. ‘mother-in-law’: Skt. svasrü-, NPers. xusrii, 
Pashto xwäse, Gr. &kupa, Lat. socrus, OHG swigar, OCS svekry, etc. 

Arm. skesur, -a- and Gr. éxopá derive from QIE fem. *suekur-(e)h;-, with *-ur- 
which has been taken from the PIE form for ‘father-in-law’, *suekur-o-: Skt. 
Svásura-, YAv. x'asura-, MPers., NPers. xusur, Pashto sxar, Gr. éxopóc, Lat. socer, 
OLat. socerus, OHG swehur, CS svekro (*swesur- was replaced by *swekr < 
*swekr- analogically after svekry “mother-in-law’, see Derksen 2008: 475), Lith. 
SéSuras, etc. The Armenian, Indic and Baltic forms are explained through a distant 
assimilation Ze E > *k...k. The Armenian word for ‘father-in-law’ was replaced by 
skesr-ayr, a compound with ayr ‘man, husband'; cf. Lat. socer-pater, Germ. 
Schwiegervater, etc. 

For the etymology and a discussion of various issues related with this term, see 
Meillet 1896: 152; Hübschmann 1897: 491; Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 1: 290-292; 
Lidén 1911: 381-384; HAB 4: 228 with more references; Kortlandt 1976: 96-97 — 
2003: 6 (with a thorough description within the chronological framework); 
Szemerényi 1977: 63-67; Greppin 1984: 94; SaradZeva 1986: 257-258; Párvulescu 
1989a: 79-88; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 675-676; Olsen 1999: 189; Viredaz 2003: 


582 skund 


683 (*swekura > *swesura > *swesura > skesur). For the problem of *Ku- > sk-, see 
also 2.1.21. 


skund, a-stem (NHB 2: 722a without evidence) ‘dog, puppy’ (Grigor Magistros, 
Nersés Snorhali). 
eDIAL Aéaryan (HAB 4: 231a) hesitantly mentions Ewdokia kondik ‘puppy’. 
eETYM Compared with OHG Aunt, Germ. Hund ‘dog’, etc., from *Kuon-to-, cf. also 
Arm. sun ‘dog’ (Hübschmann 1877: 17, 21,; Liden 1911: 381-385; HAB 4: 230b 
with more references; Meillet 1936: 50-51; Specht 1947: 32, 221; Solta 1960: 57, 
574; Hanneyan 1998: 160-161); for references and a discussion of the anlaut 
problem, see 2.1.21. For non-IE comparable forms (e.g. OChin. *koond ‘big dog’) 
see s.v. Sun ‘dog’. 

Alternatively, Arm. skund is compared with Slav. *scen- ‘puppy’, Wakhi skan, 
skón ‘puppy’, etc. (see Pedersen 1905: 197; 1906: 422 = 1982: 59, 200; Grammont 
1918 HAB 4: 230b; Abaev 1965: 14, 21-22; Kortlandt 1976: 96 — 2003: 6; sceptical: 
Greppin 1984: 93-94; Ravnes 1991: 141-142, 166; cf. Schrijver 1991: 461). 


*sl- (dial.) ‘ice, frost’. 

eDIAL Dial. *s#-on ‘ice pieces on river’ [DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1066c], Mus ston 
‘id.’ [Amatuni 1912: 594a]; *sł-i(n) ‘ice pieces on river, icy layer on river, 
hoarfrost': Mus sti, Margari-Ejmiacin słin ‘ice pieces on river’ [Amatuni 1912: 
594a], Nor Bayazet stin ‘very thin icy layer on river or water’ [Acarean 1913: 974b], 
Alaskert (Aparan-Aragac) satin ‘ice, hoarfrost’ [Madat‘yan 1985: 239b]. Amatuni 
(1912: 705b) records also stin ‘frozen fruit (said of apple, pear, grapes)’ in the 
village of Zeyva, Ejmiacin district. 

eETYM See s.v. sarn ‘ice’. 


smk‘im ‘to grow dry’; Ačatyan (HAB 4: 234-235) only cites dialectal forms and 
MidArm. caus. sm ec 'uc'anem ‘to make dry’ (Geoponica, 13" cent.). He does not 
accept the connection with c 'amak'- suggested in NHB 2: 724a and leaves the origin 
of the word open. 
eETYM For other MidArm. attestations, dialectal forms and etymology, see s.v. 
c 'amak*' ‘dry; earth’. 


solim ‘to crawl, creep; to move smoothly on, steal, glide’ (Bible), sofam ‘id.’ (John 
Chrysostom, Nersés Snorhali, “Carontir”, etc.), sof-m-im ‘id.’ (hapax, John 
Chrysostom); sofun, o-stem ‘reptile’ (Bible; see Olsen 1999: 602-606), sot-osk-, in 
the verb sotoske/im ‘to glide, steal’ (Gregory of Nyssa, Paterica, Grigor Magistros, 
Nersés Lambronac‘i, etc.) and a number of derivatives (Philo, Anania Narekac‘i, 
Grigor Magistros, Nersés Lambronac‘i, etc.); so# ‘creeping’ (noun) in Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.), ‘creeping’ (adj.) in the Alexander Romance. 
eDIAL The verb sotam is widespread in the dialects. The root so# is present in Lazax, 
in the compound verbs *so# linel ‘to glide’, *so? tal ‘to creep’. Hacon turkized 
solulmis nal ‘to creep’ (or sululmis nol, see Ataryan 2003: 338). Derivatives: Van 
*sol-an ‘creeping (animal), Van *sof-sot-ik ‘lizard’, Larabal, etc. *p ‘or-a-sot 
‘creeping on one’s belly’ [HAB 4: 240-241]. 
According to Andreasyan (1967: 35), Svedia has c 'ulil, with an unclear c -. This 
is hardly a misprint (though in 383a one only finds s-) since the form is mentioned in 
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a list of words which display irregular consonantal correspondences. Moreover, this 
form is corroborated by K‘esab jułum ‘to crawl, creep’, jutun ‘reptile’ (see 
C‘olak‘ean 1986: 40, 217b), which presupposes an older *c - or j-. 

eETYM Petersson (1916: 256) links with Skt. tsárati ‘to steal, sneak; to stalk, creep 
up on’, tsáru- m. ‘a crawling animal (snake)’, derived from *(H)d (cf. Lat. ad ‘to’) + 
*sel- (cf. Lith. seleti ‘to creep’, etc.); see Pokorny 1959: 900; Jahukyan 1967: 251; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 687 (with reservation); Mallory/Adams 1997: 141a. Later, 
Petersson (1920: 84) proposes another, less probable etymology. 

The root underlying Skt. tsdrati, etc. may be reconstructed as *tse/- (Lubotsky, 
p.c.) In this case, we are dealing with a development *tsV- > Arm. *sV- (cf. 
2.1.22.5). As to the o-grade, one may tentatively assume that the original unattested 
PArm. verb *sel- took it from the deverbative soi ‘creeping’ attesteed in Lazar 
P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) and in the Alexander Romance, and preserved in the dialect of 
Lazax. Compare gat- ‘to hide, conceal’ (late attestations; dialects) vs. go? ‘thief? and 
gotanam ‘to steal’ (both: Bible+, widespread in the dialects), gofem ‘to hide’ 
(Afrahat/Zgon, Paterica, Michael the Syrian). Or else, the verb soi is an old 
iterative, as gorcem ‘to work’ (q.v.), on which see Meillet 19221. 

It is attractive to interpret Svedia and K'esab *c ol as an archaic reflex of IE *ts-. 

Alternatively, the Armenian word may belong to PIE *kel-: Skt. sárman- n. 
‘cover, shelter, protection’, Olr. celid ‘to hide’, Lat. célare ‘to hide’, etc. (see 
Schrijver 1991: 124-125; Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 620); for the semantics compare 
Yazgh. sar-/sard ‘to creep, steal, sneak up to, lie in ambush, spy upon’, if indeed 
belongs here (see Morgenstierne 1974: 75a). 


sosord, o-stem: ISg sosord-o-v ‘throat’ (Severian of Gabala, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.); 
sos(o)r ‘id.’ (Galen); dial. *sor-sor-ik ‘belly of animals’. 
eDIAL Bulanox sor-sor-ik “belly of animals’ [HAB 4: 244b]. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 244) rejects all the etymological suggestions, among them 
also the connection with sor ‘hole, cave’ (q.v.) suggested by Lidén 1906: 134. This 
etymology can be taken seriously especially if one accepts the appurtenance of Toch. 
B kor n. ‘throat’ to this PIE etymon (see Adams 1999: 203-204 for Tocharian). 

In view of late sos(o)r and dialectal sor-sor-ik, we may tentatively posit a PArm. 

reduplicated *so(r)-sor ‘throat’, which later became sosord through contamination 
with kokord ‘throat’. 


sor, o-stem: GDPI sor-o-c‘ (Jeremiah 48.28) ‘cave, hole, hollow; den, lair’ (Bible+); 
sorem ‘to go into (a cave, etc.)’ (Bible+), sor-sor-em ‘to be dispersed’ (Bible+), etc. 

A few textual illustrations: 

In P‘awstos Buzand 6.16, 5" cent. (1883=1984: 230-7; transl. Garsoian 1989: 
239): i sors k‘aranjawac‘ “in stony caves” ); k'ar-anjaw is composed of k ‘ar ‘stone’ 
and anjaw ‘cave’. 

In Grigor Narekac‘i 40.2 (Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 4095: Russ. transl. 1988: 
143; Engl. transl. 2001: 199): Oc' p 'apark' p 'osic ', oc‘ sork‘ helelac' : Hu Spann 
AM, HH pyC/la IIOTOKOB : “Nor cavities of pits, or beds of streams". 

In Sebéos (7" cent), Chapter 20 (Xac'atryan/Eliazaryan 2005: 102-5: transl. 
Thomson 1999: 39): ew ink'eank' aysr ew andr sorsoreal xusap'ein “Then they 
dispersed here and there and stole away". 


584 sprik 


@DIAL Preserved in a few dialects referring to the continuous outflow of something 
from a hole [HAB 4: 246a]. T‘iflis soro ‘hole, den, nest’ is a back loan from Georg. 
soro ‘hole, den, lair’ < PArm. *soro- [HAB 4: 246]. 

eETYM Related with Gr. xóop n. ‘a hole, as the eye of a needle; orifice of the ear’, 
Lat. caverna ‘cavern, grotto, cave, hole’, Skt. süna- n. ‘emptiness’, YAv. sūra- 
‘lacuna’, etc., see Meillet 1898: 278; Hübschmann 1899: 49; HAB 4: 246a; Pokorny 
1959: 592-593; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 650 (without the Armenian form); 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 96a'””. 

Arm. sor is usually derived from QIE *KouH(e)ro- through vocalic assimilation 
and loss of -w-; for a discussion and various views, see Pisani 1950: 185; Jahukyan 
1959: 233; 1990a: 9-10; Eichner 1978: 15027; E. Tumanjan 1978: 183; Atabekyan 
1979: 86-87; Kortlandt 1980: 102; 1993: 10-11 = 2003: 29-30, 102-103; Ravnzs 
1991: 81; Mallory/Adams 1997: 96a; Adams 1999: 204. 

An alternative etymology has been proposed for the Iranian word: MPers. sürag 
‘hole, burrow’, MPers., NPers. surax ‘hole’ [MacKenzie 1971: 78], Zor. Pahl. surak 
‘hole’, Pashto siirai ‘hole’ < *subra-ka-, cf. NPers. surb ‘cavern’, Skt. svabhra- n. 
‘Grube, Kluft, Erdspalte’, etc. (see Wikander 1974; Bailey 1979: 11b; Lubotsky 
1988: 92; Lubotsky 2001a: 52-53; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 675). 

According to Adams (1999: 203-204), PIE *kuHr ‘hole, opening’ may be 
reflected also in Toch. B kor n. ‘throat (both internal and external)’. If this is 
accepted, one is tempted to consider also Arm. sosord ‘throat’, dial. sor-sor-ik ‘belly’ 
(q.v.). 

Arm. sor may reflect QIE *KouH(e)ro- or, perhaps better, if the PIE word 
belonged to the *-r/n- heteroclitic declension, old nominative *kouH-r (cf. Gr. kóap 
n. hole") + thematic *-o-, as Arm. hur, o-stem ‘fire’ (q.v.). Thus: *kouH-r > PArm. 
*sówar > *so(w)or through assimilation and subsequent loss of -w-; or, less 
probably, *sow-r > sor, with -wr > -r (see 2.1.23, 2.1.33.1). For the loss of *-u- in 
similar conditions, see s.vv. alewr ‘flour’, jor ‘ravine’, nor ‘new’. 


sprik ‘completely, perfectly". Only in Socrates (see HAB 4: 266-267). 
eETYM According to Aéafyan (HAB 4: 266-267; see also Jahukyan 1959: 234), 
belongs with MidArm. sprkik "clean, pure" and ClArm. surb (q.v.). In my view, it 
rather derives from Pahl. spurrik 'entire, complete, perfect! (for which see 
MacKenzie 1971: 76; Nyberg 1974: 179a). Compare also Arm. spar and spur [HAB 
4: 260-261]. 


stin, an-stem: GDSg stean, AblSg i sten-e, ISg steam-b, GDP1 stean-c ', AbIPI i stean- 
c‘, IPI steam-b-k‘ ‘breast of a woman’ (Bible); stn-di, -deay, -deac‘ *milk-drinking 
(baby) (Bible+). 
eETYM Connected with Skt. stana- m. ‘breast of a woman, mother's breast, nipple’ 
(the comparison already in NHB 746a), visva-psnya- “providing milk/food to all’, 
YAv. fStana- m ‘breast of a woman’, MPers., NPers. pestan ‘breast’, Gr. øtýviov: 
otmVog (Hesychius), Lith. spenys ‘nipple’, etc., cf. also Gr. ov/jgoc, -eoc n. ‘breast (of 
both sexes)’. See Hübschmann 1897: 493; Meller 1978 (« 1923, BSL 23: 96): 192; 


122 On the identification of Gr. xöap and Av. sūra- m. ‘Loch’ with Av. sūra- m. ‘hero’ see 
Frisk 1966: 35-38 (« 1938: 5-8). Note also the Armenian male anthroponyms Sur and Suray. 
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HAB 4: 275a with more references; Pokorny 1959: 990; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 
752; Mallory/Adams 1997: 81-82. 

The anlaut of the PIE word (perhaps simplified from *spt-, *pst- or the like) and 
the an-declension of the Armenian word are troublesome. For a discussion see, apart 
from the references above, Pedersen 1906: 415 = 1982: 193; Jahukyan 1959: 177- 
178; Ravnes 1991: 7, 171; Clackson 1994: 99; Olsen 1999: 135-136; Beekes 2003: 
198. 

The IE by-form *psten- is considered a lexical agreement which unites Indo- 
Iranian, Greek and Armenian (see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 418 — 1995, 1: 365; 
Clackson 1994: 237,4). However, here belongs also, most probably, Toch. A pässäm, 
B päscane dual *woman's breasts’ < PToch. *päscäne « PIE thematic dual *psteno, 
cf. Skt. dual stand (Duchesne-Guillemin 1940: 169; Mallory/Adams 1997: 81b; 
Adams 1999: 382). 


sring (or srink), a-stem: GDSg srng/ki, GDPI srng-a-c ‘, IPl srng-a-w-k‘ (Bible+); gen. 
srnk-i, with -k-, is attested a few times in Daniel 3.5-15 (see Cowe 1992: 165-166), 
and in Plato; ‘pipe, fife’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Since HHB and NHB, compared with Gr. oöpıyZ, -ıyyog f. ‘shepherd’s pipe, 
panpipe', which is considered to be of Phrygian or Mediterranean origin (see 
thoroughly HAB 4: 283-284; Jahukyan 1987: 310; Greppin 1990b: 35,). Gr. oöpıy& 
and the synonymous odAmyé, -1yyoc f. *war-trumpet? and gdpuryé, -ıyyog f. ‘lyre’, all 
containg the same ending *-ing, are considered to be non-IE — Mediterranean or 
oriental loans (see Meillet, p.c. from 04.12.1931 apud HAB 4: 283b; Frisk 2, s.vv.). 
Aéaryan (1937: 3) treats Arm. sring and Greek oöpıyd as borrowed from Phrygian, 
pointing out that the Armenian "ne peut pas étre emprunté au grec, mais précisément 
au phrygien". Olsen 1999: 928 considers sring to be a Greek loanword. 

Ačatyan (HAB 4: 284a) notes that Arm. sring might also be connected with 

Skt. sfnga- n. ‘horn’ (RV+) < *Kr-n-g/"o-, a derivative of PIE *Ker(h;)- ‘horn’, but 
sound correspondences are irregular. On this and other issues, see Greppin 1990b 
and 1990c. One might assume *kr(H)-en-g- or the like (cf. Skt. patangd- adj. 
‘flying’, m. ‘bird; flying horse; sun’ from heteroclitic *pat-r- : *pat-an-g-, see 
Nussbaum 1986: 13; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 72-73, 75). On this and other 
issues, see Greppin 1990b and 1990c. Further, see s.v. srun-k‘ ‘shin’. 

To conclude, Arm. sring and Gr. oöpıyd reflect a non-Indo-European 
Mediterranean cultural term, which may be of an ultimate IE origin. If the latter 
statement is accepted, we may be dealing with a late IE cultural back loan 
comparable to the cases of agarak ‘landed property, estate’, burgn ‘tower, pyramis’ 
and durgn “potter’s wheel’ (see s.vv.). 


srun-k* i-stem: GDPI sron-i-c' (note -ö-, = -aw-) once in the Bible and in Paterica; 
n-stem: GDPI sruan-c' (twice in Nonnus of Nisibis), sran-c' (John Chrysostom, 
Anania Sirakac‘i), o-stem: GDPI srn-o-c‘ (Anania Sirakac‘i), etc. ‘shin, shank; the 
leg’, in Acts 3.7, perhaps, ‘ankle’, see Olsen 1999: 79 (= Gr. opvöpa) (Bible+). 
Spelled also as srungn, srunkn, srõn-k' (in Vardan Aygekc'i; see above on GDPI 
sron-ic^), etc. The compound srn-a-pan-k' ‘greaves’ (for the structure, see Olsen 
1999: 322-323) is attested first in 1 Kings 17.6, in the story of David and Goliath: 
srnapank ' pinjik' i veray barjic' noray = Gr. kai kvquióeg yoaAkai énávo vÀv OKEADV 


586 sulem 


avtod “And he had greaves of bronze upon his legs” (note barj ‘thigh, leg’ = Gr. 
ok£Aoc). Note also the denominative verb srng-em in different meanings. 

@DIAL Preserved only in Moks: srung” ‘the stem ends of wheat remaining attached 
to the soil after mowing (stubble)’ [HAB 4: 286a] (see also Orbeli 2002: 325, 
sarung’). Aéatyan (HAB 4: 286a) questions whether Karin, Axalc'xa srnk -t-il ‘to 
slip and fall down' belongs here, too. 

eETYM Hübschmann (1881: 176; 1897: 493-494'?*. see also Scheftelowitz 
1904-05, 1: 285) derives from PIE *krüs-ni-, connecting with Lat. crüs ‘shank’. 
Treated as an Armeno-Italian isogloss [Hanneyan 1979: 183; Alabekyan 1979: 65, 
75, 124]. A contamination with PIE *K/ouni- has been assumed, cf. Skt. sróni- f. 
(most in dual) ‘buttock, hip, loin’, YAv sraoni- f. “buttock, hip’, NPers. surün 
‘buttock’; Lat. c/ünis “buttock, club, tail-bone’; Lith. šlaunis ‘hip, thigh’; Gr. xAóvic, 
-i0G f. ‘os sacrum (Steißbein)’, xAóviov n. ‘loin(s), hip-joint’, etc. [HAB 4: 285-286; 
Olsen 1999: 79].'? One alternatively considers Arm. srun-k‘ an Iranian loan, 
although in this case the semantics is remote (see Jahukyan 1981: 27-28; 1987: 176, 
551; L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 215; Beekes 2003: 175, 196). For a discussion of the 
anlaut, see Kortlandt 1985b: 10-11; 1985a: 61; 1986: 42 — 2003: 58-59, 61-62, 71 
(see also s.v. krunk ‘crane’); Clackson 1994: 44, 233262; Olsen 1999: 79. 

The hollow shinbone was used for making flutes and other implements (e.g., 
bobbins) in and around the house, see 3.9.2. Bearing this in mind, one may wonder 
If PArm. *sru-n ‘shin, shank’ is related with sru-il ‘a kind of musical instrument’ 
and sring ‘pipe’ (q.v.). In view of synonymous words containing the suffix -un (see 
s.v. c oul, c 'awl-un ‘stem, stalk; straw’), one may interpret Arm. srun-k' as *sru-un 
or *sru-wn. In this respect, note especially GDPI sruan-c‘, which presupposes nom. 
*sru-w/mn (see 2.1.22.11). 


sulem ‘to whistle’ (Philo, Yovhannes Öjnec‘i, etc.), slem ‘id.’ (Grigor Magistros). 

eDIAL Zeyt‘un, Svedia, Hamsen redupl. s/-v/- ‘to whistle’, Sved. s/-vi-uk ‘flute’, Van 
sul-sul- ‘to whistle’ [HAB 4: 242]. Hamsen s/vlus refers to the whistling or hissing 
of people, birds and snakes [Acaryan 1947: 253]. 

eETYM Compared with Skt. svasiti ‘to hiss, pant, snort’, Lith. Svanksti ‘to wheeze’, 
Olc. hvesa ‘to hiss, snort’, Engl. whistle, etc., as well as Arm. Sunc' ‘breath, 
blowing, wind’ (q.v.); a possible proto-form of Arm. *soyl- is QIE *keul-; see 
Petersson 1916: 255; Pokorny 1959: 632; Jahukyan 1987: 133. 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 242a) does not accept the etymology and leaves the origin of 
the word open. He points out that the resemblance with Georg. sivili ‘whistling or 
hissing of arrows, snakes’ is accidental. This word is reminiscent of Arm. dial. s/v/-, 
although the nature of relation is hard to determine. 


sunkn, sungn, sunk, sung ‘tree-mushroom’ in Geoponica (13" cent), Galen, 
Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (15" cent), etc.; ‘mushroom-like abscess’ in Galen, 
Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i, etc.; GSg snkan in “Tonanamak” and Yaysmawurk‘ (both — 
in the second meaning) [NHB 2: 732a; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 339a]. Dial. '(tree- 
)mushroom'. 


123 On a discussion of Gr. xAóvic, etc. see Huld 1997. 
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eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. The final nasal has been preserved in Juta sungn, 
Ararat sunga, Agulis séngan, Larabal sdng’na, söyna. In a number of Western 
dialects: sunk/g [HAB 4: 252a]. The final -n is also absent from the paradigm in 
Van-group, cf. Moks sung", GSg sang’-a°, NPI sang’-ir [Orbeli 2002: 326]. 

Ararat (Valar&apat/Ejmiacin, Borc'alu/Lofi) sokon [Amatuni 1912: 595b]; 
according to Nawasardeanc‘ (1903: 108b), also soko. Borrowed from Georg. soko 
“mushroom’ [HAB 4: 252a]. 
eETYM Connected with Gr. ozóyyoc, oqóyyoc m. ‘sponge; any spongy substance, 
e.g. tonsils’, Lat. fungus m. ‘fungus, mushroom’ [Bugge 1889: 22; Pedersen 1982: 
62, 292; HAB 4: 251-252]. For the fluctuation -nk- : -ng- (cf. Scheftelowitz 1904- 
05, 1: 283) compare e.g. ank/g- ‘to fall. 

According to Lidén (1933: 51-52), the abnormal sound correspondences (on 
which, see Furnée 1972: 164, 232, 360) point to a Wanderwort, the source of which 
is unknown. In order to explain the anlaut of the Armenian form, he (Lidén op. cit. 
52, see also Jahukyan 1967: 214-215; 1982: 2225) assumes a metathesized 
*psongos. See s.v. xstor ‘garlic’ and 2.1.22.5. Also Frisk (2: 770) identifies the 
Greek, Latin and Armenian forms as “altes Wanderwort". We are probably dealing 
with a common borrowing from a lost source [Jahukyan 1982: 113; Clackson 1994: 
183]. Beekes (2003: 197-198) notes: “this is no doubt a non-IE word". 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 252a) treats Georg. soko ‘mushroom’ as an Armenian loan, and 
Arm. dial. sokon as a back-loan from Georgian. However, the word is present in all 
Kartvelian languages: *soko- *mushroom': Georg. (not in OGeorg.), Megrel., Laz 
soko, Svan sok(w) "wd: as well as in Nakho-Dagestanian languages: Bezhta, Hunzib 
zoko, etc. (see Klimov 1964: 165). Jahukyan (1990: 68; cf. 1987: 309-310) points 
out that the Kartvelian forms are borrowed from IE, or they, together with the IE 
forms, go back to a common source, probably Mediterranean. In view of the anlaut 
*(p)s- and the voiceless velar, one might treat Kartvel. *soko- *mushroom' as an old 
Armenism. However, the absence of the nasal requires an explanation. Possibly 
related forms are to be found in Uralic languages: Mordvin pango ‘mushroom’, etc. 
(see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 932, with lit.; Rédei 1986: 74-75). 

Arm. spung ‘sponge’ (Bible; dialect of Sué‘ava) is a Greek loan [NHB 2: 740a; 
Hübschmann 1897: 381; HAB 4: 266b; Olsen 1999: 927]. 

I conclude that Arm. sunk/g(n), Gr. onoyyog, ogóyyoc, Lat. fungus, as well as 
related Caucasian and, perhaps, Uralic forms, point to Medit/Pont. *sp/p"ongo- 
/*(p")songo- (and *(p")so(n)go-?) ‘mushroom, fungus; sponge’. 

Medit/Pont. *sp'ong- ‘mushroom, fungus’ is somehow reminiscent of 
*swomb/b"- (cf. Gr. cougóç ‘spongy, loose, porous’, OHG swam(b) ‘mushroom, 
etc., see Pokorny 1959: 1052; Salmons apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 539a). The latter 
has been interpreted as a European substratum word [Beekes 2000: 30]. Klimov 
(1991; 1994: 158-162) compares *swomb/b"- with Georgian-Zan cumb/p- ‘to 
saturate with water, get soaked’. l 


sut, o-stem (Bible, Philo, etc.), i-stem (Philo, Mxit'ar Goš; cf. also AblSg i ste in 
Movses Xorenac‘i) ‘false; falsehood, lie? (Bible). Verb stem ‘to lie? (Bible). 
In compounds, not only with st-, but also sut- (as sut-ak ‘lying, liar’, etc.; see also 
Alayan 1964: 306), which presupposes a radical *soyt. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous. [HAB 4: 253b]. 
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eETYM Connected with Gr. wevdouaı ‘to lie’, wedöog n. ‘lie’, also widoc, vótl'og 
[Bugge 1893: 25-26; HAB 4: 253], as well as, perhaps, Slovak. sudit’ ‘to deceive’ 
[Beekes 2000: 31; 2003: 198]. If from PIE *psu- ‘to blow’, an important 
Greek-Armenian isogloss [Clackson 1994: 168-169]. According to Beekes (2000: 
31; see also 2003: 152, 198), however, both 6/7 and y point to a non-IE form. 

Clackson (1994: 168) derives the Armenian adjective from a zero-grade, thematic 
form *psudo-, pointing out that one would rather expect an *e grade form. Then he 
involves the radical *soyt (cf. sutak, etc.) from *pse/oud-. Olsen (1999: 47-48) 
suggests a contamination of the s-stem noun and the zero-grade *-ro-adjective 
known from Gr. vvópoc. 

I propose the following scenario. The old verbal stem was *soyt- = Gr. weddouaı, 
and the zero-grade of the adjective is taken from the nominative. The latter (i.e. 
Arm. sut, o-stem) can be directly compared with Gr. weddoc n. ‘lie’, which also has 
a zero-grade form : wödog. One can reconstruct a PD neuter s-stem paradigm (NSg 
*pséudos, GSg *psud-es-os) assuming that Armenian has generalized the oblique 
stem. See 2.2.2.1 for other possible examples. The original verb *soyt was replaced 
by denominative stem. 


surb, o-stem "pure, clean; holy’ (Bible+); *supr (see below for a discussion); srb-an 
‘anus’ in Zgon (Afrahat), dial. *srb-an-k* ‘placenta’. 

For a non-religious context, see e.g. Hexaemeron [K. Muradyan 1984: 76"'?]. For 
a general discussion of literary and dialectal data, see Mesropyan 2001. 

In atmospheric context, surb ‘clean, bright’ is frequent in “Yatags ampoc‘ ew 
nSanac‘” by Anania Sirakac‘i, 7" cent. (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 304ff). 

MidArm. sprkik, sprik, spkik, srbkik, etc. (Nerses Lambronac'i, Ansizk‘, etc.) 
[NHB 2: 740ab; HAB 4: 256a; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 344ab]. In “BzSkaran jioy" (13* 
cent.), e.g.: spkik (C‘ugaszyan 1980: 66 [three times], 71" 5, 110 [twice]); sprkik 
(52^; in the glossary: p. 238. Of these forms, srb-k-ik can be the original spelling. 
We are dealing with double diminutive. In this case, *srpkik yielded sprkik through 
metathesis, to simplify the odd cluster srpk-. 

Remarkably, one finds supr in the Latin-Armenian glossary of Autun 
[Weitenberg 1983: 18]. See below for a discussion. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 256b]. 

*srb-an-k' ‘placenta’ in Larabat [Acarean 1913: 986a], AlaSkert, Aparan, Sip‘an, 
Sirak [Amatuni 1912: 308a], Bulanox [S. Movsisyan 1972: 71b]. According to 
DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1067a: dial. srban-k ' ‘prenatal liquid of a cow’. 

In Sivri-Hisar'** one finds *surb ‘a kind of small frog that lives in humid holes’ 
[Aéarean 1913: 981b]. Obviously, Aëatvan considered the resemblance with surb 
*pure; holy? to be accidental since he does not mention this dialectal animal-name in 
HAB 4: 256b, s.v. surb. On the contrary, N. Mkrté‘yan (PtmSivHisHay 1965: 455; 
N. Mkrté‘yan 2006: 152, 584; cf. also Mesropyan 2001: 119) identifies surp‘ ‘frog, 
toad’ with surp ‘< ClArm. surb ‘pure; holy’ treating the animal-name as a relic of an 
archaic beleif. Note Partizak mariam-gort ‘a big frog’ [Ter-Yakobean 1960: 512], 
containing the name of the Virgin Mary. On this issue, see 3.5.2.1. 

Xut‘ *srb-or-ék‘ ‘saints’ [Acarean 1913: 986b], probably from coll. srb-or-ay-k‘ . 


124 Not in Svedia, contra Mesropyan 2001: 119. 
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eETYM Connected (since de Lagarde and Müller) with Skt. subhra- 'shining, 
glimmering, beautiful’, sobh-/subha- ‘to be beautiful; to shine’, subh- f. ‘beauty, 
splendour, ornament’ (all RV+), as well as Skt. sodh-/sudh- ‘to purify, cleanse; to 
be/make clean’ (RV+), and derived from PIE *keu-; ‘to shine; bright : *ku-b"-ro-. 
Mostly treated as a native Armenian word [Hiibschmann 1883: 50; 1897: 492; HAB 
4: 256; Pokorny 1959: 594; Jahukyan 1987: 132; 1992: 21; Stempel 1988; L. 
Hovhannisyan 1990: 213-214, 215; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 647, 658; Olsen 
1999: 31; Beekes 2003: 206]. Also Hitt. suppi- “purified, sacred’ has been connected 
to these forms (see Jahukyan 1967b: 73). This is attractive, albeit uncertain. On 
some other uncertain cognates (Lycian, Phrygian), see e.g. Bugge 1897-1901, 1: 40; 
D’jakonov 1981: 71-72; Jahukyan 1987: 291. 

On the other hand, Arm. surb is regarded as borrowed from a lost Iranian form 
*subra-; see Benveniste 1964: 2; Schmitt 1983: 109; De Vaan 1999: 11. In view of 
the o-stem and regular metathesis * b^. > -rb-, Xaé‘aturova (1973: 192) treats surb 
as an old inheritance rather than an Iranian borrowing or Armeno-Aryan isogloss. 
More probably, I think, the addition of two elements, namely *b"_ and *-ro-, points 
to a shared innovation. Later, Xa¢‘aturova (1979: 368) is inclined to the loan theory. 
Jahukyan (1987: 551) mentions the metathesis and the semantic difference between 
the Sanskrit and Armenian words, and considers the native origin of surb as more 
probable. Note the absence of metathesis in Iranian loans such as atr-, caxr-, vagr, 
Tigran, etc. For a further (especially semantic) analysis, see Stempel 1988. For the 
semantics, see also Abaev 3, 1979: 189. 

A possible trace of Olr. *subra- is found in Khotanese suraa- “clean, pure’ 
(Emmerick/Skjaerve 1997: 155; see also Lubotsky 2001a: 515); Cheung 2007: 368). 

Since the root structure T...D" is impossible in PIE, Lubotsky (1998a: 78-79; 
2001a: 51) assumes a root with s-mobile, *(s)kub"-rö- : *(s)kub"- ‘clean, beautiful’, 
and connects the root with PIE *(s)keu(h;)- ‘to observe’: Gr. koéœw ‘to notice’, OHG 
scouwön ‘to look at’, Goth. skauns ‘beautiful’. He (ibid., especially 2001a: 5151) 
treats Arm. surb as an Iranian loanword. 

The form supr in the Latin-Armenian glossary of Autun deserves particular 
attention. Weitenberg (1983: 18) notes: "showing metathesis?". Such a metathesis 
would seem strange and unmotivated, however. One must take also MidArm. sprkik, 
sprik, spkik, srbkik, etc. into consideration. The glossary is older than the MidArm. 
period (it has been compiled in or before the 9" century, see Weitenberg, op. cit. 
13-14), so one might think that MidArm. sprkik directly reflects an OArm. 
unmetathesized by-form *subr-, cf. Skt. subhrá-. Since the development *-b"ro- > 
Arm. -rbo- is unobjectionable and unvariable, one has to assume a by-form like 
*Kub"-r, or an unattested Iranian cognate *subr (compare the case of vagr ‘tiger”). A 
simpler solution would be to regard supr as a back formation based on sprkik, the 
latter reflecting srb-k-ik (simplification of the cluster). 

According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 266-267), hapax spr-ik ‘completely’ (in Socrates) 
belongs here, too. In my view, it rather derives from Pahl. spurrik “entire, complete, 
perfect’ (for which see MacKenzie 1971: 76; Nyberg 1974: 179a). Compare also 
Arm. spar and spur [HAB 4: 260-261]. 

I conclude that Arm. surb, o-stem ‘pure, clean; holy’ and Skt. subhra- 'shining, 
glimmering, beautiful’ (probably also Khotanese suraa- ‘clean, pure’), go back to 
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*(s)ku-b'-ro- rather than *ku-b"-ro-, and represent an Armenian-Indo(-Iranian) 
isogloss. Iranian origin of Arm. surb (an old borrowing with metathesis?) is not 
compelling." For the anlaut development of Arm. surb from *(s)ku-b"-ro- compare 
Arm. sandut-k‘ ‘ladder, stairs’ vs. Lat. scalae ‘ladder’, scando ‘to climb, mount, 
ascend', etc. (see s.v.; compare also 2.1.22.5). 


suk* 'childless, sterile", once in Zgon-Afrahat said of a man, in contrast with amul 
‘id.’ said of a woman: ayr suk‘ ew kin amul. For a philological analysis, see HAB 4: 
257. 
eETYM The word was found by Aéaryan (HAB 4: 257), who does not record any 
etymology for it. The connection of suk‘ with Gr. atyuoc ‘drought’, Russ. suxoj 
‘dry’, etc. suggested by Jahukyan (1967: 252) must be considered untenable. It is not 
included by Jahukyan in his fundamental 1987. 

I tentatively propose a comparison with Skt. süte ‘to give birth, beget’, sú- f. 
‘mother; birth’, sūti- f. ‘birth, origin’, si/tu- m. ‘pregnancy’, Olr. suth ‘birth, fruit’, 
etc. For the forms, see Pokorny 1959: 913-914; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 714; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 56b; see also s.v. ustr ‘son’. Arm. suk‘ may be treated as a 
privative formation: n-suH-, cf. Skt. a-sii- ‘nicht gebärend’. 

Normally, a syllabic nasal gives Arm. an-. The absence of an a- here may be due 
to early loss of the initial syllabic nasal (on which see 2.1.11), although I know of no 
other example for this development. For the final -k' compare e.g. atok‘ ‘full, fat’, 
barwok‘ ‘good, well’. 

Thus: QIE *n-suH-k- ‘sterile, not capable of begetting or impregnating’ > *,(n)su- 
H. > suk‘ ‘sterile’. Due to the loss of the privative *n- the word became opaque 
early, and its privative structure was not sensed anymore. Probably this was the 
reason why no secondary an- forms have been re-made on the basis of *su-. 
Compare amul ‘sterile, childless’ from a frozen privative formation *n-pölo- vs. ul 
‘kid’, and ayri, ayrea- ‘widow’ which synchronically seems to reflect an i-derivative 
of ayr ‘man, husband’ but should in fact be regarded as *husbandless': *n-Hner-ieh;- 
> PArm. *ananir-ia- > ayrea-. 


V 


vat‘sun, i-stem: GDPI vat'sn-i-c ' ‘sixty’ (Bible+). 

@DIAL See s.v. vec ‘ ‘six’. 

eETYM Belongs to vec‘ ‘six’ (q.v.) probably from QIE *suweks. The explanation of 
the change e > a through the lowering influence of the u in the following syllable 
(Meillet 1936: 55; de Lamberterie 1978 271; Ravnas 1991: 13; Clackson 1994 126- 
127, 206,1, 226,35) is disproved by PIE *peruti > Arm. heru ‘last year’ (q.v.); for 
further references and a discussion, see s.vv. asr ‘fleece’, catr ‘laughter, mockery’, 
kamurj ‘bridge’, tasn ‘ten’. Most probably, the vowel -a- can be explained by 


125 Arm. supr (Autun), if not analogical after MidArm. spr-k-ik (metathesized from srb-k-ik), 
may be regarded as an Iranian loan. 
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assuming a zero-grade form taken from the ordinal, see Kortlandt 1994a: 255-256; 
1996a: 57 — 2003: 100-101, 118; Beekes 2002 [2004]: 19; 2003: 156. 


vay, i-stem: GDSg vay-i (Ezekiel 7.26, John Chrysostom, etc.), ISg vay-i-w (vay z- 
vayiw twice in Patmut'iwn srboc‘ Hrip‘simeanc‘, see MovsXorenMaten 1865: 
302-5, IPI vay-i-w-k‘ (Agat'angelos, Lewond, Aristakes Lastivertc'i, Grigoris 
Ar&aruni); o-stem: GDSg vay-o-y (Agat'angelos, John Chrysostom), GDPI vay-o-c ' 
(Paterica) ‘cry of woe, disaster’ (Bible, Agat'angelos, Etišē, John Chrysostom, etc.); 
váy ‘ah! alas! woe!, abundant in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 1391-1392), 
attested also in Eusebius of Caesarea, Hesychius of Jerusalem, Nerses Lambronac‘i, 
etc.; vayem ‘to lament, utter a woe’ in the Bible, P‘awstos Buzand, Paterica, etc. 
[NHB 2: 775-776, 777-778]. 

A textual illustration of IPI vay-i-w-k‘ from Agat'angelos $ 33 (1909-1980: 23"; 
transl. Thomson 1976: 49): Ew ink'eank' andren darjeal, vayiwk', cc'ovk' ew 
otbovk‘, ew amenayn erkirn Zoloveal zt'agaworn asxarein : “They themselves then 
returned with cries of woe and lamentation, and the whole land gathered to mourn 
the king". 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [Acarean 1913: 992-993]. 
eETYM Not recorded in HAB and HAB-Add 1982. 

An onomatopoeic word found in many languages (cf. NHB 2: 775c), probably 
inherited from PIE: Gr. odai ‘alas!’, Lat. vae ‘ah! alas! woe", MIr. fae ‘alas’, Goth. 
vai ‘alas’, etc. The preservation of *u- in Armenian and Greek is undoubtedly due to 
the onomatopoeic/expressive nature of the word (Pokorny 1959: 1110; Jahukyan 
1987: 198; Ravnæs 1991: 69; Mallory/Adams 1997: 313; Olsen 1999: 34, 787). 
Arm. gayl “wolf” (q.v.), possibly belonging here as ‘the howler’, represents the 
regular sound change *y- > Arm. g-. 


vayel ‘decent, worthy, proper’, vayel e (+ dat.) ‘it is proper’ (Bible*), vayel-k* 
‘enjoyment, delight’: i-stem: GDPI vayel-i-c‘, IPl vayel-i-w-k' (Book of Chries, 
“Yacaxapatum”, Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.), ‘use’ (Eznik Kotbac‘i); vayel-em ‘to enjoy’ 
(Bible+), vayel-uc* ‘decent; pleasant, delightful’ (Bible+); for -uc', see Olsen 1999: 
616, with references and a discussion. 
eDIAL The verb *vayel-el ‘to enjoy; to suit, be proper’ is widespread in the dialects, 
mostly in contracted vel-. In Marala and Salmast: level metathesized from *velel 
[HAB 4: 300a; Acarean 1926: 76, 424]. On the metathesis, see 2.1.26.3. 
eETYM Compared with Skt. vay! ‘to pursue, seek, strive after, seek or take eagerly, 
accept, enjoy’ [Dervischjan 1877: 49-50], Av. vaiia- ‘wish’, Gr. iguoı ‘to strive 
after; to wish, hurry’, etc. [Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 42-43]; cf. also YAv. vaiieiti 
*pursues', Oss. wajyn/wajun ‘to hurry’, Lith. vyti ‘to drive, pursue, chase’, etc. (see 
Mayrhofer EWAia, s.v.). This etymology is rejected by Acaryan (HAB 4: 299-300), 
who leaves the origin of the word open. A reason for this is that the initial *v- would 
yield Arm. g-. Jahukyan (1967: 265), therefore, lists this word as an example of the 
irregular reflex *u- > Arm. v-. One may treat vay-el as an (old) Iranian loan. For 
-el(-) compare ayc‘ ‘visit, inspection, investigation’ (Bible*) : ayc‘-el-em in 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, etc., and derivatives based on ayc“el-; arg-el 
‘obstacle’, argel-um ‘to forbid’ (Bible+; cf. dial. *arg); see s.v. The comparison of 
these examples is already suggested by Pedersen (1906: 354-355 = 1982: 132-133). 
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Olsen (1999: 394) interprets vayel as containing a suffix -el-, of which no other 
examples are cited. She points out that “the stem vay- is probably an old compound 
of *upo- + hay-, cf. hayim ‘look, see’”. For an earlier attempt to link with hayim, see 
Pedersen 1906: 438 — 1982: 216. Uncertain. 


vandem ‘to drive away, destroy’ (John Chrysostom, Book of Chries). 
eETYM The verb has been compared with Goth. wunds ‘wounded’, etc. from *wen- 
‘to hit, wound’, see Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 21, 43, 62; Pisani 1950: 185. 
Although accepted in Pokorny 1959: 1108 and Mallory/Adams 1997: 549a, the 
etymology is improbable. In view of the anlaut, the Armenian word can hardly be a 
native word (see HAB 4: 304b; Ravnzs 1991: 71). 


ves-tasan, i-stem: GDPI vestasan-i-c ' ‘sixteen’ (Bible+). e 
eETYM See s.v. vec‘ ‘six’ probably from QIE *suweks. The development *-ks-t- > 
Arm. -št- in vestasan ‘sixteen’ should be explained in terms of the ruki-rule, see 
2.1.12. 


ver ‘upper brim’ (John 2.7, etc.), i ver ‘above, up, upwards’ (Bible); i ver-a-y ‘on, 
over’ (Bible+), cf. pl. ver-ay-s/c' (late); i ver-o-y ‘above, on top, from the top’ 
(Bible+); ver-in, o-stem: GDSg vern-o-y adj. ‘upper, supreme’, ver-ust adj. ‘situated 
above’, i verust adv. ‘at/to a higher level, above, from above’, adv. verst-in ‘again, 
for the second time’ (all Bible); veranam ‘to ascend, vanish’ (Bible+). 

For the semantic contrast between i veroy ‘above, on top’ and i veray ‘on’ note 
Genesis 1.7 vs. 1.11 (Zeyt‘unyan 1985: 146, 147): i mej jroyn, or i veroy 
hastatut'eann (‘above the firmament’) : åvà uEoov TOD bdatog émávo ro 
OTEPEWUATOG. <...> i veray erkri ‘upon the earth’ : ézi tic yis. For further attestations 
see AcarLiak 5, 1965: 174-177. 
eDIAL ClArm. i ver and i veray are very widespread in the dialects (HAB 4: 331b; 
AtarLiak 5, 1965: 127, 176), but the preposition i has been lost almost everywhere, 
except for Svedia i vir and arva (HAB 4: 331b; Aéaryan 2003: 588; Hananyan 1995: 
198b) or yarvan (Andreasyan 1967: 384a), K‘esab i vir, arvä(n) (C‘olak‘ean 1986: 
218a). For textual illustrations, see Svazlyan 1984: 181a (irva-s ‘on me’ in two oath 
formulae). 

A number of dialects have also *verew, cf. stor-ew ‘below’, etc. [HAB 4: 331b]. 

Particularly interesting are Larabat, Hadrut‘, Goris, etc. yer and yara, ya/ird, yére/i 
[Davt'yan 1966: 69-70, 477; Margaryan 1975: 95]. This development v- > y- is 
irregular [Acarean 1899: 131] and is not easily explicable through a recent process, 
although there are also a few other examples, such as Vergine > Yerg’ind [Davt‘yan 
1966: 70], vayri ‘wild’ > Goris yeri vs. veri, vec ‘ ‘six’ > Xnjoresk yec 'c ' vs. the basic 
Goris form vec ‘(c‘) [Margaryan 1975: 95]. One might think of such examples as 
yoyg vs. veg ‘a playing bone’, *yusap vs. visap ‘dragon’, etc. On the other hand, it is 
tempting to treat Larabal, etc. yer as an archaic reflex of i ver > *i(w)er (cf. A. 
Polosyan 1974: 129-131). 
eETYM Since long (HAB 4: 330-331 with rich literature and a discussion), 
connected with Skt. upari ‘above, over, upwards’, upara- ‘below, nearer’, YAv. 
upara- “upper, higher’, Gr. ózep ‘over, plenty; beyond; above’, vzépa, pl. -ar f. 
"upper ropes on the sails’, Lat. s-uper ‘above, on, over’, superus ‘upper; heavenly, 
celestial’, supra ‘above, over, on the upper side of; beyond; earlier than; more than’, 
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OHG ubir ‘over’, OEngl. ufera ‘higher’, etc. (see Bugge 1889: 24; 1893: 56; Meillet 
1936: 49-50; Pisani 1950: 184-185; Pokorny 1959: 1105; Schmitt 1981: 76, 189, 
211; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 220-221). 

Also Arm. ger ‘above, higher, over, more than’ has been linked with these words 
(so also Meillet 1936: 49-50, although earlier, 1892: 164-165, he derived ver and ger 
from *yer-; hesitantly Hübschmann 1897: 495; for further references, see HAB 4: 
330-331). 

For ver-in, i veroy, and ver-ust, see Olsen 466-468, 512, 620-621; for ver-ay/oy 
Schmitt 1981: 189, 211. 

For the structure of i ver and i veray, compare Lat. in-super adv. ‘on top, above, 
in addition’, prep. ‘on to the top of, upon, over, above’, and in-supra adv. ‘in 
addition, besides’. 


ver], i-stem: GDSg verj-i (Elise), AblSg i verj-e (Bible+), GDPI verj-i-w-k‘ (see on 
verj-k‘); o-stem: i verj-oy(s) (Book of Chries, John Chrysostom) ‘end, limit, edge’ 
(Bible+); verj-k*, i-stem: IPI verj-i-w-k' in Exodus 28.22, Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11 
[1913=1991: 35'*°, Thomson 1978: 87] pl. ‘tassels, fringe’ (Exodus 28.14, 22, 30), 
‘plumes (of a helmet)’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.11); verj-ay-k* ‘the last days of one’s 
life’ (Sirach 2.3, 30.1: i verjaysn k‘o : &n’&oxatwv oov; i verjaysn nora ` ér’ éoyóvov 
oof. verjin, o-stem: GSg verjn-o-y, AblSg i verjn-um, GDPI verjn-o-c‘ ‘last, 
latter, utmost’ (Bible+). If reliable, urj ‘end’ (only in Arjern bararan, Venice, 1865; 
see HAB 3: 618b) may belong here (Jahukyan 1967: 264,5;). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 332b]. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 4: 332b. Jahukyan 1987 vacat. Godel 
(1975: 81) and Klingenschmitt (1982: 165-166,0) independently connect verj with 
ver ‘upper brim’, i ver ‘above, up, upwards’ from *upéri (the same comparison has 
been suggested earlier by Patrubäny and Pedersen, see HAB 4: 332b) and posit 
*uperio- for verj. 

This etymology seems quite acceptable both phonologically, as far as *uper- > 
ver- is concerned, and semantically (‘upper brim’ > *end"). As to *-io-, note that ver 
basically has an i-stem, although there is also some evidence for o- and a-stems. 
Olsen (1999: 84) posits a vrki-derivative *uperih; based on the thematic stem 
*upero-. This can explain the i-stem, and the ending -7j would be due to influence of 
the oblique *-rieh;- or the parallel formation *uperio- > verj-o-. 

One may also think of an old dual in *-ih, referring to the two edges/tassels of 
something (cf. acc. erku-s verte vs. Gr. dbo kpooowra in Exodus 28.14, instr. verj-i- 
w-k‘ in 28.22), and the -j- of the i-stem verj may be due to a possible influence of 
araj-in ‘first’. 

For verjin, -jnoy ‘last, latter, utmost’ from *-ino- (cf. Lat. supernus 'situated 
above’), see Olsen 1999: 466-468; cf. also araj-in “first, prime, prior’ from araj 
“front part, front’, q.v. (see also Kortlandt 1994a: 253 = 2003: 98). For verj-ust, cf. 
ver-ust (see s.v. ver ‘up’). 

Arm. coll. verjay-k' ‘the last days of one's life’ probably derives from *uper-i- 
eh,-i > *uweriai, cf. Gr. óxépoi f. pl. ‘upper ropes on the sails’. The only structural 
difference between the Armenian and Greek formations 1s that the former is based 
on the locative form *uperi. It is possible that the original form was *ver-ay-(k‘), 
exactly like Greek, and this form was analogically replaced by verj-ay-k‘. 
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The derivation of ver and verj from PIE *yer- and their connection with ger 
‘above, higher, over, more than’ (Jahukyan 1967: 267, 305) is untenable. 


vec‘ (generally uninflected, rarely i-stem) ‘six’ (Bible+), note also vec 'ic's ‘six times’ 
in Job 5.19 (Cox 2006: 75); ves-tasan, i-stem: GDPI vestasan-i-c‘ ‘sixteen’ (Biblet+); 
vat‘sun, i-stem: GDP vat 'sn-i-c ' ‘sixty’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The form vec ' is ubiquitous in the dialects. In the dialects of Svedia, Marata, 
Salmast, Larabal, and Goris, thus in SW, SE and E peripheries we find forms with a 
final geminate ce" [HAB 4: 333b]; vat'sun is ubiquitous too [HAB 4: 294a], but 
vestasan has been replaced by forms such as tasn-vec ‘. 
eETYM Derives from the PIE word for ‘six’: Skt. sat, sas-, Palit cha, YAv. xSuuas, 
MPers., NPers. sas, Gr. & Dor., etc. réé, Lat. sex, etc., see NHB 2: 817b; 
Hübschmann 1897: 495; HAB 4: 333; Charpentier 1909: 243-244; Meillet 1922f: 
140; Pisani 1950: 184; Pokorny 1959: 1044; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 681-682; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 402a. 

The anlaut of this PIE word in general and the Armenian form in particular is 
troublesome. The proto-forms *sueks, *seks, and *ueks would yield Arm. *k ‘ec’, 
*ec `, and *gec ‘, respectively. Lubotsky 2000 reconstructs Proto-Indo-Iranian *Suacs. 
For a discussion of the Armenian form see, apart from the references above, 
Szemerényi 1960: 78-79; Klingenschmitt 1982: 60-61,, 84, 117; Winter 1989: 34- 
35; Alabekyan 1998: 58 (assuming a loan from an IE language), etc. 

The development *sueks > *suueks > vec‘ suggested by several scholars is 
plausible, but one must find a motivation for it. Szemerényi 1960: 78-79 starts with 
*ueks assuming a secondary *s- added on the analogy of *septm ‘seven’. More 
probably, we may posit *suueks as a Lindeman form or with a secondary *u from 
the ordinal *sukso-, seen in OPr. uschts ‘sixth’ (cf. Kortlandt 1983: 14-15; 1994a: 
254 — 2003: 44, 99; Beekes 2003: 165). For an extensive discussion, see Viredaz 
1997. 

See also s.vv. vat'sun ‘sixty’ and vestasan ‘sixteen’. 


viz, i- or a-stem: GDSg vz-i in Gregory of Nyssa, AblSg vz-e in Eusebius of Caesarea 
and Movses Xorenac‘i 2.79 (see below) ‘neck’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, John 
Chrysostom, Philo, etc.); and-vz-im ‘to rebel’ (Bible+), and-vz-em ‘to twist and 
crash one’s neck’ in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.79 (see below), etc. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.79 (1913=1991: 218'**; transl. Thomson 1978: 226): zvzé 
ewet‘ kaleal yatt ‘er “who used to win by a neck grip". In a couple of lines below one 
also finds the verb andvzem ` t‘ap ege "` handerj andvzeal jaxjaxmamb (218'°). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 338a]. 

Next to viz, some Eastern dialects have also forms with an initial x-, which, as 
Aéaryan hesitantly notes, may be identical with viz : Agulis xdyzak ‘back of the 
head, occiput’, also compounds Larabat *xz-a-kot' (with kot‘ ‘handle, stem"), 
Larabat, Agulis, Samaxi, Lazax *xz-a-tak (with tak ‘under, bottom’), Lazax 
*yz-i-tak, uła *xuz-a-tak, next to “normal” vz-a-kot‘ and vz-a-tak in other dialects 
[HAB 4: 338a]. 

Agulis xayzak presupposes *xizak, cf. sisern ‘pea’ > sáysürn, spitak ‘white’ > 
spaytäk, cical ‘laughter’ > caycät, etc. (see Alafean 1935: 61-62). Larabal, etc. *xz- 
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implies *xiz or *xuz. Juta *xuz-a-tak points to *xoyz [xuyz], *xiwz or *xuz, unless 
the form is due to contamination with xuz ‘to cut hair’. 
eETYM See s.v. awji-k‘ ‘collar’. 


T 


*ta- / *tu- ‘to give, bestow; to hand; to pay, etc.’ (Bible+): 1sg.pres. ta-m, 3sg.pres. ta- 
y, 1sg.aor. e-tu, 2sg.aor. e-tu-r, 3sg.aor. e-t, 1pl.aor. fu-a-k‘, 3pl.aor. e-tu-n, 1sg.subj. 
ta-c ', 3sg.subj. ta-c -e, imper. tu-r, pl. tu-k' (extremely rich evidence in the Bible, 
see Astuacaturean 1895: 1412-22); tu-r (imper., see above), tur, mostly pl. tur-k‘, o- 
stem: GDPI tr-o-c‘ (Bible); i-stem: GDPI tr-i-c' (Basil of Caesarea, Paterica, 
Nerses Lambronac‘i), IP] tr-i-w-k‘ (Nerses Lambronac‘i) ‘gift, giving, present, 
donation’ (Bible); -tu(r) ‘-giver, -bestower’ as the second member of a number of 
compounds (Bible+), for the material, see Olsen 1999: 740. 

A textual illustration from Genesis 3.12 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 156-157): Kins, zor 
etur and is, sa et inj i caroy anti ew keray : “This woman whom thou gavest to be 
with me, she gave me [fruit] of the tree, and I ate". 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 4: 358a]. 

eETYM From PIE *deh;- ‘to give’: Skt. da-da-ti ‘to give, present, offer’, MPers. 
NPers. dadan ‘to give’, Gr. ätäou ‘to give’, doors f. ‘gift’, Lat. do, dare, datum ‘to 
give’, dos, dotis f. ‘gift, talent, dowry’, Lith. duoti ‘to give’, OCS dati, SCr. dati ‘to 
give’, etc., probably also Hitt. da- ‘to take’; see Klaproth 1831: 101a; NHB 2: 842b; 
HAB 4: 357 with lit.; Pokorny 1959: 223-225; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 713-715; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 224b. 

Arm. ta- and tu- reflect PIE zero-grade *dh;- and full-grade *deh;-, respectively; 
cf. Lat. da-re vs. Lith. duoti ‘to give’, Gr. óóoig ‘gift’ vs. öldwuı ‘to give’, etc. (see 
Schrijver 1991: 99, 147, 402). Meillet 1936: 132-133 derives tam from PIE pres. 
*da-ie-, cf. OCS Isg.pres. dajọ. Godel (1965: 23, 23, with ref.) alternatively 
assumes an athematic present *da-mi (= *dh3-mi); see also Clackson 1994: 80-81. 
Arm. subj. ta-c‘ reflects *dh3-sk- and corresponds to Greek óóoxov iterative of 
öidouı (Clackson 1994: 82). The form tu-r, o-stem ‘gift’ corresponds to Gr. d@pov n. 
‘gift, present’, OCS dar» ‘gift’; for other examples, see s.v. /u-r ‘hearing’. Further 
note 1.sg.aor. e-tu < *e-dosom, cf. OCS dax» ‘he gave’; 3.sg.aor. e-t, cf. Skt. adat « 
*e-dot. For the paradigm of tam and a discussion of these and related issues, see 
Grammont 1918: 213; Meillet 1936: 133; Laragyulyan 1961: 155-156; Godel 1965: 
27, 36, 38; 1975: 117-118, 126-127; È. Tumanjan 1971: 383-385; Klingenschmitt 
1981: 85-86, 278; Schmitt 1981: 44, 50, 51, 54, 60, 149, 154 and especially 156; 
Saradževa 1986: 293-294. 

The compositional *-tu(r) ‘giver, bestower' may be derived from IE *deh;-tör, cf. 
Gr. öozop ‘giver’, Skt. dätar-. 


tal ‘husband’s sister’, attested only in Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (13" cent. Gram., NHB 2: 
837c) and in a 15" cent. colophon (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 371a, GDSg tal-i). There is 
no reliable evidence for the declension class. According to (NHB 2: 837c), the word 
has an i-stem (cf. also HAB 4: 356b; SaradZeva 1986: 259), and this is sometimes 
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(cf. Tumanjan 1978: 218; Eichner-Kühn 1976: 29, 31) adopted without any remark 
of caution. Strangely enough, Jahukyan (1967: 182; 1987: 125, 167) repeatedly 
treats tal as an o-stem. 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 357]. In some of them (Mu$, Bulanox, 
Alaskert, T'avriz, Moks, Van, Salmast), one finds *talw; in Moks — talav [M. 
Muradyan 1982: 139; Orbeli 2002: 330]. Metathesized in Marala: tav/ (not in 
Davt‘yan 1966: 479). 

Juta has tain. Next to dal, Hamsen also has dalnug (with the diminutive suffix 
-uk) which appears in a proverb, rhyming with haysnug < harsn-uk ‘little bride or 
daughter-in-law' (see Gurunyan 1991: 258). This might be taken as evidence 
corroborating uła taln. However, dalnug should be considered analogical after 
haysnug (note the rhyming context of the proverb), unless new evidence is found. 

Svedia has dul and vocative *tal-tikin (with tikin *mistress, lady’) > daldo/igen 
[Aéatyan 2003: 588; Andreasyan 1967: 277, 384b] or daldigayn [Gyozalyan 2001: 
144]. 
eETYM Since Bugge (1893: 27-28), connected to the PIE word for *husband's 
sister’: Gr. y&Acc, Phryg. yéAapoc: óóceAgo0 mun, Dpvyıori (Hesichius; perhaps to be 
read as "yéAapoc), Lat. glos, OCS zvlova, Russ. zolóvka, etc. The expected form 
*cal was influenced by ta(y)gr ‘husband’s brother’ (Bugge ibid.; Meller 1936: 144). 
Beekes (1976: 13-16; cf. also Schrijver 1991: 131-132) reconstructed a PIE HD 
u-stem: NSg *éélh;-ou-s, GSg *$Ih;-u-ós. As for the laryngeal, others prefer *h;, cf. 
Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 521-522. 

Next to this, there is some evidence for an i-stem, which seems to corroborate 
Arm. tal, -i : Gr. yalıc ' yañaóç (Hes), Skt. giri- f. ‘sister-in-law’, see especially 
Eichner-Kühn 1976: 28-32; Szemerenyi 1977: 90-91; Mayrhofer 1986: 104; EWAia 
1, 1992: 487-488, where *glh>-i- is reconstructed. In order to explain the 
unpalatalized g-, Eichner-Kühn (op. cit. 30-31) assumes that the PIE etymon had 
*g-, and the Slavic z- is due to contamination with the word for ‘Schwiegersohn’, cf. 
Russ. zjat'. However, the dental t- in Arm. tal would be easily explained from *cal 
with a dental affricate rather than from *kal. Moreover, Skt. giri- ‘sister-in-law’ 
seems to be nonexistent (Griffiths/Lubotsky 2009). 

The Armenian word is almost exclusively recorded in the dialects. Here we find 
two groups, representing *tal and talw. According to Acaryan (1940-1951, 2: 427; 
1952: 101), the auslaut -w of the latter form arose to distinguish the word from fal 
‘to give’ and is of unknown origin. Others see it as an archaic relic of *-(d)u- 
(Taronean 1961: 34); Jahukyan /1972: 272; 1985: 157; 1987: 167, 254; N. Simonyan 
1979: 227; A. Xac'atryan 1985: 116). Certainly, -w has an etymological value. 
However, it is not entirely clear why it has been preserved in some dialects and lost 
in others. (Jahukyan’s and Simonyan’s statement that the dialectal form with -w is 
more archaic than that of the Old Armenian is not technically accurate since the 
word is attested since the 13" century). One should look for a distribution. 

I see two possibilities: 

(1) NSg *g(e)lh;-ou-s > PArm. *táluw > *talw; in this case, however, the absence 
of -w in tal would be hard to explain. From GSg *é/h;-u-ós one expects Arm. 
*talaw(o). 
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(2) NSg *gIH-öi > *talu(i) > *talw, oblique *g/H-i- > *tal(i-) (see 2.2.2.4). 
However, the evidence for PIE i-stem is scanty and unreliable, and there are no 
attestations for the declension class of Arm. tal. Furthermore, the development 
*-Vlu(i) > *-Vlw/v- is uncertain, although this is reminiscent of Arm. (< Iran., cf. 
Pers. sarü) saroy ‘cypress’ (Bible+) vs. Pers. sarv, Turk. selvi (see HAB 4: 
189-190). 

In either case, *talw represents the original nominative. This is attractive since, as 
informed by Aéaryan (1952: 101), talw is confined to the nominative in the dialect 
of Van. The same holds for Satax falv, gen. taloé‘ [M. Muradyan 1962: 108, 205], 
and Moks talav (NPI talv-ir), GSg talüc* (see Orbeli 2002: 330), and not *talvüc'. I 
conclude that Arm. *tal(u)w reflects the PIE nominative *$(6)Ih;-ou-s; the form tal 
may be explained by loss of -w or from the alternative i-stem (if Gr. y&/uc and Skt. 
giri-, as well as the i-stem of Arm. tal prove reliable). 

Gr. yadén ‘weasel, marten’, Lat. glis, -iris m. ‘dormouse’ and Skt. giri(ka)- 
‘mouse’ (Lex.) are usually derived from the etymon under discussion, although 
details are not clear. For the semantic association, see 3.5.2.9. If the basic meaning 
indeed was ‘young girl (as a potential bride)’, one may equate the semantic 
development to that of e.g. Turk. gelin ‘bride’, diminutive gelincik ‘little bride, little 
young woman; weasel’. 


tac (i-stem in NHB 2: 838c without evidence) ‘care, nourishment, remedy, cultivation’ 
(Philo, Book of Chries, Yovhannés Sarkawag), tacem ‘to take care for, look after, 
nourish (e.g. animals, soil, widows and orphans); to cultivate; to spend (a season)’ 
(Eznik Kotbac‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i, Philo, Grigor Narekac‘i, Grigor Magistros, 
Xosrov Anjewac‘i); agent noun tac-ic‘ (Eusebius of Caesarea, Philo, Paterica, 
Talaran); action noun fac-umn, ISg tac-mam-b, GDPl tac-man-c' (Movses 
Xorenac‘i, Book of Chries, Grigor Narekac‘i). 

Textual illustrations from Movses Xorenac‘i: 

1.16 (1913=1991: 51”; transl. Thomson 1978: 99): ew zayls ews eris orosmuns 
ödoc 'n zovut'ean tacic'emk' i Ninué “and the other three cooler seasons we shall 
spend in Nineveh”. 

The action noun /ac-umn is attested in 3.20 (279'*"; transl. Thomson 1978: 274- 
275): Sahmane ew yamenayn giwis vans Sinel, zi linic'in otaranoc'k', ew teli 
snndean orboc‘ ew ceroc‘, ew anunolac' tacumn : “He also prescribed that lodgings 
be built in every village to serve as inns for strangers, and hospices for orphans and 
the aged and for the care of the poor". 

The word also appears as a reading variant in 3.68 (358^ transl. Thomson 
1978: 350, cf. foot-note 5 on this paragraph): Oc‘ ews tesanem zbanawor k'o hot i 
vayri dalarwoj ew oc‘ i jurs hangstean sneal (vars. sneals, taceal, taceals) “No 
longer do I see your rational flock pastured in a verdant place and by peaceful 
waters". 
eETYM No acceptable etymology in HAB 4: 360a. Jahukyan 1987 vacat. 

I tentatively assume a derivative of the verb acem ‘to bring, lead, drive, move, 
encircle, beat, pour, etc.’ (q.v.) with the IE preposition-prefix reflected in Lat. ad ‘at, 
near by, about, before, to', etc., etymologically identical with Lat. adagio, -onis f. 
‘proverb’, adagium n. *proverb' (see s.v. ar-ac ‘proverb’). The Latin word seems 
semantically remote; but cf. below on ar-acim. Note another (though highly 
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hypothetical) similar Armeno-Italic correspondence with the same preposition: Lat. 
dorsum ‘back’ (if from *d-h;orso-) vs. Arm. dial. *tor ‘neck’ (q.v.). 

Here the verb acem figures with the meaning ‘to move (around), encircle’, cf. 
also ar-ac-im ‘to turn around’, y-ac-im ‘to move in a circle, walk around’; compare 
Lat. circum-agö, with the verb ago etymologically identical with Arm. acem. The 
basic meaning of *t-ac- would be, then, something like “to move nearby, serve 
standing or moving around, surround someone with care'. As further semantic and 
structural parallels note Iran. *pari-sta- ‘to stand around’, composed of *pari- 
‘around’ and *sta- ‘to stand’ (Cheung 2007: 358-360) > Arm. pastem ‘to serve, care, 
worship’ (see Meillet 1922k: 217; HAB 4: 23-24), as well as Gr. áuginoAoc, Lat. 
anculus, Skt. abhi-cara-, pari-cará-, all meaning ‘servant’? and composed of a 
preposition ‘at, around’ and the IE root *k"e/olH- ‘to move, walk around, wander’. 


tat, i-stem: GDSg tat-i (Nersés Snorhali, see V. Lazaryan 1991: 220"'?), ISg tat-i-w 
(Nersés Snorhali, see NHB 2: 839bc), GDPI tat-i-c‘ (Philo, Yovhannés Erznkac‘i), 
ISg tat-i-w-k‘ (Book of Chries 2.4.2); later a-stem: IPI tat-a-w-k‘ in a kafa-poem to 
the Alexander Romance, in juxtaposition with araspel ‘myth, fable’ (H. Simonyan 
1989: 170"'') ‘poem; song, melody; epic song’. 

In Dionysius Thrax (6-7" cent.) ew ztaln k'ajoloraki ` tò 6é& Enog ebtévac 
[AdonDion 2008: 2'**]. Arm. ta? renders Gr. Zzoc ‘word, speech; song, epic poem’. 
In 58"! tat is glossed as & ‘ap ‘ov greal, which points to the meaning ‘poem’. 

In Book of Chries 2.2.1 (G. Muradyan 1993: 47""°, cf. 2715; Russ. transl. 2000: 
49): yiwr diwc ‘azanakan talsn *cBouwnu repomaeckuMa no3MaMyr". IPI tat-i-w-k‘ is 
found in 2.4.2 (51$. 

IPI tat-i-w-k‘ in Grigor Narekac‘i 61.1 (NHB 839b) is in fact tawt-a-w-k‘, IPI of 
tawit ‘harp’ (see Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 486", a thorough discussion in 1069,). 

For other attestations and a discussion, see AdonDion 2008: cxxxvii-cxxxviil; A. 
Muradyan 1971: 160-161. On the meaning of ta, see also T'ahmizyan 1985: 94-95, 
116. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 362b]. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 27) presents the word as ta? ‘Einpragung, 
Eindruck, Zeichen, Vers’, thus confusing it with the homonymous ta? ‘mark (made 
by burning)’ and connects it with Lat. dolare ‘to hew or chop into shape; to inflict 
blows on, batter’ and Gr. óai0GAAc ‘to work artfully, decorate, embellish’, ó£Aroc 
“writing tablet. The same confusion has taken place also in Pokorny 1959: 194, 
Makovski 1986: 136, and HerkWört 1997: 823b. Arm. tat, dat ‘mark’ has been 
borrowed from Pers. day ‘mark’ and is thus unrelated (see HAB 4: 362-363; 
MijHayBar 1, 1987: 163b). 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 362) rejects all the etymological proposals and leaves the origin 
of tat ‘song, poem’ open. The appurtenance of Arm. ta? with Gr. óaió&AAc "6, Lat. 
doläre, etc. (on which see Pokorny 1959: 194-196; Schrijver 1991: 215-216, 400; de 
Vaan 2008: 176-177) is uncertain. A better match is found in Germanic: OHG zala 
‘Zahl; Menge; Aufzählung; Bericht; Rede’, OIc. tal “Zahl; Erzählung’, OEngl. talu, 


126 Gr. daidddA@ “to work artfully, decorate, embellish’ has been connected to Georgian-Zan 
*tal- : tl- ‘to plane, shave, hew’: Georg. tal- : tl-, Megr. tol- (Furnée 1979: 42; Gamkrelidze/ 
Ivanov 1984, 2: 905 — 1995, 1: 800; on the Georgian-Zan verb see Klimov 1998: 66-67). 
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Engl. tale ‘Erzählung’, Dan. tale ‘Rede’, Dutch taal ‘language’, etc., OHG irzellen, 
etc., displaying the following semantic development: ‘aufzählen’ > ‘in geordneter 
Folge hersagen, berichten’ > ‘erzählen’ (HerkWört 1997: 823-824; Kluge/Seebold 
1989: 188a, 804b; cf. also Polomé 1983: 226-2276). 

The etymology has been proposed by Alayan (1974: 137-140) and is accepted by 
Acafyan (p.c. apud Alayan 1974: 14054). He further assumes a connection with 
another Armenian word, fof, i-stem ‘line, rank, row of pearls, people, words, etc.’, 
totem ‘to line up, organize in rows, plait together’, said of e.g. alöt‘s ‘prayers’, 
araspels ‘mythic stories’, bans ‘words’, etc. (q.v.). Further, Arm. tat, tot, and the 
Germanic word have been compared to Hitt. tuliia ‘assembly’ (see Jahukyan 1987: 
117, 161, 319-320; cf. Lap'anc'yan 1961: 200-201). Note also Hitt. talliie/a-“ ‘to 
pray to, evoke (a deity)’ (Jahukyan 1987: 320-321), which is compared to OIc. telja, 
OEngl. talian ‘to tell’, Gr. ö0Aog ‘list’ (see Kloekhorst 2008: 819), or with OIc. bulr 
‘Kultredner, Dichter’ (see Polomé 1975: 660-662; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
808, = 1995, 1: 708,4; Tangherlini 1990: 88-89). 

The semantic field (cf. Atayan 1974: 138) can be represented as follows: ‘line of 
words’, ‘enumeration of deeds’, ‘count, account’, ‘narration, story, epic’, “epic song, 
song’. Compare Arm. t ‘iw ‘number; epic story, narrative’; Gr. otefy@ ‘to march in 
(in order), otiyoc ‘file, rank (of words, soldiers, trees, etc.), line (in verse and 
prose)’, otoiyoc¢ ‘file or column of soldiers, choir members, ships, row of trees, 
poles, etc.’, oroıyeiov ‘letter; line; (physical) element’; Lat. puto ‘to prune (trees), 
scour (wool); to make up (accounts), think, reckon’, computare ‘to calculate, 
reckon’, Engl. count vs. account, etc. 

Arm tat and tot may be derived from *d/-(s)nihz- and *dol-(s)nih;-, respectively; 
cf. ban, i-stem ‘word, thing’ vs. ba-m ‘to speak’, Russ. basnja ‘fable’, etc. 

For another Armeno-Germanic correspondence within the semantic field of 
‘story, narrative, myth, etc.’, see s.v. araspel ‘fable, myth, proverb’. 


tamal, GDSg tamal-o-y or ISg tamal-i-w in the Alexander Romance, GDSg tamal-oj 
in Proverbs 25.24; probably also tamali ‘roof, house-top; building’ (also ‘ruins’?). 

In Proverbs 25.24: Law e bnakel ar ankean tamaloj <...> : Kpeittov oixeiv Eni 
yovtac OMLATOS N UETA yovouxog Ao1ddpov Ev oikia Koivyj. In RevStBible: “It is better 
to live in a corner of the housetop than in a house shared with a contentious 
woman”. 

In the Alexander Romance: z-tamaloyn kayr [NHB 2: 842c]: “stood on the 
roof-tops” [Wolohojian 1969: 73]; “sui tetti stava” [Braccini 2004: 190]. H. 
Simonyan (1989: 175'°; see also Braccini 2004: 44%", 190) here has ztamaliwn 
kayr. The Greek text has rv Epsıniov éovoc, on which see Braccini 2004: 190. I 
wonder if this correspondence with Gr. ¢peizia ‘ruins’ allows to postulate a similar 
meaning in Armenian too. This meaning perhaps fits also in another passage from 
the Alexander Romance (i tamalss, var. i tamaks), on which see HAB 4: 367a, with 
Aécaryan's general contextual translation “in unknown marginal regions" 
(yancanot's cayragawarnerum). 

NHB and HAB also cite tamali (GSg tamalwoy). Jahukyan (1987: 462) even has 
GDP! -eac'. However, no attestations are referred to. Olsen (1999: 952) cites 
tamalwoj for the Biblical passage, but NHB and Astuacaturean (1895: 1425c) have 
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tamaloj instead. Nevertheless, the form *tamali- may be corroborated by the 
following: 

Step‘anos Orbelean (1250/60-1303/5) three times mentions a village close to the 
monastery of Tat'ew, named Tamalek-k'. Nowadays, the ruins of the village are 
called Tembäläsk [A. A. Abrahamyan 1986: 470677] (perhaps better: Tambäläsk). 
This toponym could be interpreted as *tamali-ak. For API -ek-s (in place-names) > 
-esk cf. Xnjoresk < API *xnjori-ak-s (see 4.8). I think the stem *tamali- may be 
etymologically identical with tamal ‘roof’. The appellative meaning of this 
place-name might have been ‘ruins’ or ‘building’ (see below). 

In Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia MuSetyan Karnec'i 
(Karin/Xotorjur), Turk. gumpet‘ is rendered by Arm. gmpet' and tamali tun 
[C‘ugaszyan 1986: 42^?*]. 
eDIAL No dialectal form is cited in HAB 4: 367a. 

In Goris it is probably found in the place-name Tambäläsk, see above. 
eETYM Aéaiyan (HAB 4: 367a; see also Jahukyan 1980, 1: 110) rejects the 
connection with Gr. d@ua n. ‘house, living, temple’, Arm. fun ‘house’, tani-k' 
‘roof’, etc. (NHB, DerviSyan) and treats as a Semitic loan, cf. Assyr. tamlii 
(corrected in HAB-Add 1982: 18) ‘terrace’ < ‘filling’. Olsen (1999: 952) places the 
word in her list of words of unknown origin mentioning only the etymology of 
Aéatyan. 

I agree with Jahukyan (1987: 462) who considers the former etymology (< PIE 
*dom- ‘house’, *dem/(a)- ‘to build’) more probable. Jahukyan (ibid.) also mentions 
the place-name Tamatta in Hayasa (see also 1988, 1: 76, referring to HLuw tam- ‘to 
build’, etc.). Note that in Proverbs 25.24 tamal renders Gr. d@ua. The PIE root is 
*demH- ‘to build’ (probably with *-h,-, see Beekes 1969: 291): Gr. dgu@ ‘to build’, 
Myc. demeote ‘those who will build’, HLuw. tam- ‘to build’, PGerm. *tim(b)ra- 
“building wood’ (cf. Olc. timbr, OHG zimbar, etc.) from *demh;-ro-, etc. Arm. 
*tamal(i) may reflect *dih;-I(i)-. For the suffix -al(i), -li, see 2.3.1. The basic 
meaning is, then, ‘building, structure, house’, from which the meaning ‘roof’ may 
have derived exactly like tan-i-k‘ ‘roof’ from tun (GSg tan) ‘house’, q.v. Also the 
appellative *tamal(i)- seen in the place-name Tamal-ek-k‘, as well as the (possible) 
meaning ‘ruins’ (in the Alexander Romance) seem to be better understood with this 
basic semantics. 

One wonders whether there is a relation with Sarikoli tom ‘roof’, on which see 
Morgenstierne 1974: 80b, without any indication on the etymology. Note also Turk. 
tam rendered by Arm. words for "roof" in Turkish-Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 
AD) by Elia Muselyan Karnec‘i (Karin/Xotorjur), see C‘ugaszyan (1986: 82"), 


ta(y)gr, er-stem: NPI taygerk' (var. tagerk‘), ISg tayger-b-k‘ (var. tagerbk‘), both in 
Movsés Xorenac‘i (5" cent); pl a-stem: GDPI tager-a-c‘ in Commentary on 
Matthew (13-14" cent.); dial. *taygr (gen. *tayger), perhaps also *tagr (the possible 
original paradigm: nom. *tdygr, gen. *tagér) ‘husband’s brother’. 
In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.32 (1913=1991: 296"! transl. Thomson 1978: 289-290): 
Ew k'anzi ein dsterac‘ nora taygerk' i mec naxararut'eanc'n, i korovi ew i k'aj 
azgen Apahuneac ‘, <...> : “And because the brothers-in-law of his daughters were 
there, great princes of powerful and valiant Apahuni family, <...>”. The 
overwhelming majority of manuscripts has faygerk‘, whereas the reading tagerk' is 
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found only in five manuscripts of the Amsterdam group (between 1665 and 1675 
AD) and in Kareneanc‘ Collation 2 (1694 AD). Once (1689 AD): taykerk‘ (see 
1991: 471b). 

ISg tayger-b-k' (vars. tagerbk', etc.) is attested in Movses Xorenac‘i 3.68 
(1913-1991: 359"). 

According to NHB 2: 837b, GDPI tager-a-c‘ is attested in Commentary on 
Matthew by Yovhannés Erznkac‘i/Corcorec‘i (13-14 cent.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. Most of the forms clearly point to taygr rather 
than tagr [HAB 4: 356]. Some forms seem to represent tagr, but they in fact go to 
taygr. Let us consider, for instance, Svedia dak r, vocative dak ‘rdre (Aéatyan 2003: 
589; according to Andreasyan 1967: 277, 384b: dakr : voc. däkreri, for the 
paradigm, see 55; in Gyozalyan 2001: 144: ddkrdra; cf. K'esab tägar : tégrériv 
[C‘olak‘ean 1986: 218b]. 

Since the accented a yields Svedia u, ii or 6, whereas the development ay > 
Svedia a is quite regular, the form dak'r must reflect faygr rather than tagr (see 
Aéaryan 2003: 354-356, 394). 

Some dialectal forms are ambiguous (cf. e.g. Kak‘avaberd tagir, H. Muradyan 
1967: 60; on Larabat, see below). A few of them may go back to tagr. For instance, 
Agulis tágir (see Acarean 1935: 391) seems to reflect tagr, because Agulis accented 
à is not a regular reflex of ClArm. ay (see Acarean 1935: 79-81). 

Several dialects preserve the classical declension, e.g. Van tek‘yr, gen. tekyer 
(secondarily also tek yroč®) [Atarean 1952: 47, 56, 294], Nor Juta tek, gen. teg er 
[Aéafean 1940: 94, 386a]. Note that these nominatives have -k'r, whereas in the 
genitive forms, ClArm. -g-, being in intervocalic position, has regularly yielded -k’- 
ansd -g - respectively. 

Further, note Marata nominative tek”er (from ClArm. gen. tayger), gen. tek ?er-i, 
with addition of the new genitive marker -i (Ac¢afean 1926: 172); Larabal nom. 
tak ‘ir [HAB 4: 356b] or täk”o/ir, gen. tek'er or tak'er, Northern tak‘or (Davt‘yan 
1966: 103, 480). 

I conclude that dialectal forms mainly represent taygr, but a few of them (e.g. 
Agulis and Larabal) possibly point to tagr. Remarkable is the vocalic contrast in 
Larabat between the nominative and oblique forms. 

Andreasyan (1967: 277) points out that, in Svedia, a bride (hars) would never 
address her husband's brother without the vocative. This vocative form, däk räre 
(see above), I think, contains ayr ‘man’ (cf. tal-tikin, voc. of tal ‘husband’s sister’, 
with tikin ‘Lady’). The final -e seems to reflect an older -e (cf. the material in 
Acafyan 2003: 375). For the -e-vocative, see 2.2.1.1. Thus: vocative *taygr-ayr-é. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 2: 837b; Lagarde [Boetticher] 1850: 362": Dervischjan 
1877: 54,; Hübschmann 1881: 176; 1883: 52'?5*; 1897: 496), taygr is linked with 
IE forms of the word for ‘husband’s brother’: Gr. Aën m. Acc. -épa, voc. óàep (but 
see Szemerényi 1977: 87344 on this form), GPl óàépov , Skt. devár-, Lat. levir, OHG 
zeihhur, OCS dever-v, diéveris, etc. (see also Pokorny 1959: 179; Huld apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 84b). 

The PIE term is usually reconstructed as *deh;ji-uer-; for a discussion and the 
literature, see Szemerényi 1977: 87; Schrijver 1991: 269; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 
1992: 743-744. For Germanic, see Szemerényi, ibid.; Lindeman 1987: 97-98. 
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Summarizing the literary and dialectal evidence, I hypothetically reconstruct the 
following original paradigm: nom. "táygr, gen. *tagér from PArm. *daywer, gen. 
*da(y)wéros. Hence the vacillation between -ay- and -a-. For a similar scenario 
involving the change of pretonic *-aw- to -a-, see s.v. acut ‘coal’. 


taratok, a-stem: ISg taratok-a-w ‘a garment, cloak, coat’, attested only in Judges 
3.16, rendering Gr. uovövac. 
eETYM Hac'uni 1923: 159 interprets the word as composed of tarr ‘element’ and 
tok- ‘to endure’. Acaryan (HAB 4: 377a) does not accept this etymology and leaves 
the origin of the word open. 

Alayan 1974: 141-143 treats taratok as composed of *tar < *dr-s- (see s.vv. ter 
‘veil, coat’ and terem ‘to flay’) and *tok, an ablaut variant of tik ‘wineskin’. The first 
part of this etymology seems quite possible, but the interpretation of tok is 
untenable. 

Olsen (1999: 947) places the word in her list of words of unknown origin not 
mentioning any etymological suggestion. 


tasn, i/u/an-stem: GDSg tasin (Sarakan), AblSg i tasan-e (Ephrem), NPL tasun-k‘ 
(Theophilus), API tasun-s (John Chrysostom), GDPI tasan-c ‘ (Bible); i-stem: GDPI 
tasn-i-c‘ (Grigor Magistros, 11" cent); -tasan in me-tasan ‘eleven’, erko-tasan 
‘twelve’, etc. (see Meillet 1936: 100; Schmitt 1981: 130-131); tasnerord, GDSg 
tasnerord-i, LocSg tasnerord-um in the Bible (a-stem according to NHB 2: 849a, but 
no evidence for GDPI tasnerord-a-c‘) ‘tenth’ (Bible+); tasanord, a-stem: GDPI 
tasanord-a-c‘ ‘tenth part; tithe’ and denominative verb fasanordem ‘to tithe’ 
(Bible+). 
eDIAL The form tasn is ubiquitous in the dialects. In most of the dialects the final -n 
is represented as -ə and is restored as - before a vowel. uła has preserved tasn 
intact. A number of dialects have a geminate -ss-: Karin, Ararat, Larabal, etc. tassa, 
Agulis tassa, Svedia dussa, etc. [HAB 4: 379a]. 
@ETYM From PIE *dekm ‘ten’: Skt. dasa, Av. dasa, Parth. das, MPers. dah, Gr. ó£xa, 
Lat. decem, cf. also *dekm-t- in Skt. dasat- f. ‘a number of ten, decade’, Lith. 
désimt, dešimtis ‘ten’, OCS deseto, Russ. desjat’, gen. desjati, Alb. dhjété, Goth. 
taihun ‘ten’, etc. Hübschmann 1897: 496; 1899: 46; HAB 4: 378; Pokorny 1959: 
191-192; Schmitt 1981: 53, 61, 130; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 708-709; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 403b; Demiraj 1997: 162-163; Viredaz 2001-02: 25. The 
comparison is first suggested in Klaproth 1831: 107b and NHB 2: 848b. 

Hübschmann ibid. derives tasn from *tesn with the unexplained development *e 

>a, on which see 2.1.1. Many scholars assume an assimilation *tesan > tasan, cf. 
s.v. garun ‘spring’. More probably, however, tasn reflects a zero-grade form taken 
from the ordinal *dkmto-, cf. also the compositional -tasan (for a discussion, see 
Pedersen 1906: 416 = 1982: 194; Grammont 1918: 245-246; Meillet 1936: 42; 
Szemerényi 1960: 21, 103-104; Jahukyan 1982: 37, 2109; Kortlandt 1994a: 255 = 
2003: 100; Clackson 1994: 206,1). 


tat (dial.) ‘scorpion’. 
eDIAL Metri, Karéewan, and Kak‘avaberd, tat ‘scorpion’ [Alayan 1954: 331; H. 
Muradyan 1960: 231a; 1967: 206a]. 
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eETYM This word is recorded in glossaries of purely dialectal words without any 
remark on the origin (see references above). In view of the material presented in 
3.5.2.1, one can identify this word with tat *grandmother' (q.v.). 


*tat(a) ‘grandmother; midwife; father, etc.’ (see dial. section); fat-ik in a colophon 
from 1693 AD [HAB 4: 379a], fem. anthroponym Tar-ik (1683 AD), etc. [AcarAnjn 
5, 1962: 140]. 
eDIAL Ararat, Lazax, Larabat tat ‘grandmother’, Lazax voc. tati ‘id.’, Ararat tatik 
‘grandmother’, Tigranakert tata ‘grandmother’; Akn, Adana tat ‘father’; T‘iflis tat 
‘midwife’; Svedia tata ‘elder brother’, voc. tatáy [Aéafean 1913: 1016-1017]; 
Svedia dud ‘father’ < tat [Andreasyan 1967: 385a]; K‘esab täte [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 
218b]. Widespread is also the compound *tat-mayr ‘midwife’, with mayr ‘mother’ 
[Acéarean 1913: 1017a; HAB 4: 379b]. See also dada ‘sister, etc". 

Also tat ‘scorpion’ must belong here, see s.v. and 3.5.2.1. 
eETYM Aéaryan (1913: 1016b; HAB 4: 379) links the word with IE and non-IE 
nursery words: Skt. tatá- m. (RV+), Gr. tata, Lat. tata, Luw. tati(ia)-, Lyc. tedi, 
ddedi, Lith. tetis, all meaning ‘father, daddy’, Alb. tát/G,-a ‘father, grandfather’, etc.; 
OCS déch, ‘grandfather’, Czech děd ‘grandfather; forefather; old man’, děda m. 
‘grandfather, old man’, déda f. ‘old woman’, Russ. ded ‘grandfather’, djadja ‘uncle’, 
Bulg. djádo ‘grandfather; old man; father-in-law, wife's father’, deda, dedo 
‘grandfather; old man; father-in-law, wife’s father’, d’ado ‘grandfather; father-in- 
law, husband’s father’, déda ‘elder sister’, Maced. dedo ‘grandfather; old man; 
father-in-law, wife’s father’, SCr. djéd ‘grandfather’, dédo, djédo hypocoristic 
‘grandfather; father-in-law, husband’s father’, Dédo anthroponym, dial. déda ‘father; 
grandfather; father-in-law, wife's father’, Lith. dede, dédis ‘uncle’; Gr. tûn 
‘grandmother’, tic ‘father’s or mother's sister, aunt’, zydia ‘old woman’, Lith. 
teta, Russ. tetja ‘aunt’ (on these forms, see Pokorny 1959: 1056; Szemerenyi 1977: 
61-62; EtimSlovSlavJaz 4, 1977: 227-228; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 616; Demiraj 
1997: 382-383; Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 195); Georg. deda ‘mother’, Turk. 
dada ‘nurse’, etc. 

Obviously related is also Arm. dial. dada ‘(elder) sister, uncle’s wife, nurse; 
grandmother; father’ (q.v.). The consonantal (d vs. f) and semantic fluctuation is not 
unusual with nursery words, see the above-listed IE and non-IE parallels. We can 
assume an IE inherited nursery word. Compare also Skt. atta ‘mother, older sister’ 
and Arm. dial. atta ‘mother’ (q.v.) vs. Hitt. attas, Gr. voc. Gro, etc. ‘father, papa, 
daddy’. Remarkably, all the three Anatolian nursery words for ‘father’, viz. Hitt. 
attas, Luw. tatis, Pal. papas (see Szemerényi 1977: 7; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
765, = 1995, 1: 66744) have comparable (mostly dialectal) forms in Armenian: atta 
‘mother’, tat(a) ‘grandmother; father’, papa ‘father’. 

In certain cases influence by (or borrowing from) neighbouring languages is 
possible. For instance, ACaryan (1902: 332, 334) treats Arm. dial. Polis tata ‘wet- 
nurse’ and fete ‘grandfather’ as recent loans, cf. Turk., Pers. dada ‘wet-nurse’ and 
Turk. dede ‘grandfather’, respectively. 

Some Germanic forms refer to ‘female breast, nipple’: Norwegian, Swedish fatte 
*Frauenbrust, Zitze’; cf. forms with *-i- and *-u-: Saxon titt ‘nipple, udder of a cow’, 
MHG zitze ‘Zitze’, Swedish titta ‘aunt’, MHG zutzel ‘Sauglappen’, Swedish tytta 
‘old woman, aunt’, OHG tutta, tuta ‘nipple’. These forms are reminiscent of Arm. 
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cic ‘bosom’, cuc ‘substance to be sucked’, tit ‘teat, bosom’ and titan ‘nurse’ (see 
S.VV.). 

Note also homophonous nursery words with tat- in different meanings, e.g. 
‘standing’, ‘start walking’ (both said of a baby), ‘food’, ‘book’, etc. [Aéarean 1913: 
262a, 1016-1017]. 


tatrak, a-stem: GDSg tatrak-i, GDPI tatrak-a-c‘ (Biblet+); MidArm. GDSg tatrak-u 
“turtle-dove, Columba livia’. 

Attested abundantly in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 1431c) and once in 
Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 272, 377b; see also Greppin 1978: 65-66, 135) 
rendering Gr. tovya@v, -óvoc f. ‘turtle-dove’, as well as in the native literature of 
different periods; see especially Greppin 1978: 134-136. The oldest native 
attestation found in Agat‘angetos §655 (1909=1980: 339"; see also Greppin 1978: 
97, 134, 180-181) shows that tatrak is a seasonable bird, thus different from the 
Pigeons and the Collared Turtle-dove (Greppin 1978: 134). This attestation, as well 
as Middle Armenian tatr-ik (see Greppin 1978: 19) and tatark-ik (see below) are not 
cited in NHB and HAB. 

Also attested in Book of Chries 5.5.20 (G. Muradyan 1993: 1237; rendered by 
Russian zopruya “turtle-dove’ (G. Muradjan 2000: 117). For other attestations, see 
NHB 2: 850a 

The bird tatrak ‘turtle-dove’ is a renowned singer. In a song by Grigor Narekac‘i, 
10-11? cent. (K‘yoskeryan 1981: 144-9): tatrak k'alc'raxaws “sweet-speaking 
turtle-dove”. In Aristakés Lastivertc‘i, 11” cent., tatrak appears as a singer beside 
alawni ‘dove, pigeon’ (Yuzbasyan 1963: 56-?; 1968: 80; Greppin 1978: 134). In 
“Govank‘ t‘r&‘noc‘” (Praise of birds), composed by Kirakos Episkopos (13-14" 
cent.) rather than by Yovhannes Kiprac‘i or Ter Yovhannes, tatorkik, with 
diminutive -ik, is described as a messenger that spoke sweetly and joyfully, 
prophesying the Spring (Mnac‘akanyan 1980a: 256'***'; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 380b; 
Greppin 1978: 136, with English translation). The same context is seen in a song by 
Simeon Aparanc‘i, 16" cent., gen. tatrak-u [Mnac'akanyan 1956: 639]. In a folk- 
song in R. Grigoryan 1970: 355°, tatrak-ik and artut-ik (artoyt ‘lark’) are 
mentioned as sweet singers. Compare the descriptive name arteri aso! ‘a 
singer/minstrel of the fields’ given to the larks and turtle-doves in Nerk'in Basen 
[Hakobyan 1974: 86]. 
eDIAL Moks tatrak, Mus tadrag, Ararat tatarak (if the second -a- is not a misprint). 
With an epenthetic -u-: Zeyt'un daduyog (see also Aéafyan 2003: 126, 340), 
dadurog [HAB 4: 381b]. With an aberrant vocalism, fétrak, in Larabat [Aéarean 
1899: 45], Hadrut‘, Satax [Davt'yan 1966: 24, 482], Goris [Margaryan 1975: 366b], 
Samaxi [Batramyan 1964: 18, 227]; see also HAB 4: 381b. Note that in the 
overwhelming majority of examples for this aberrant development in these dialects, 
the vowel -a- > -e- follows a voiced consonant and may thus be explained through 
Aéaryan’s Law. It is therefore probable that this EArm. dial. form *tetrak is old. 

MidArm. GDSg tatrak-u (see above) occurs e.g. in a number of versions of a 
famous proverb from the Mus and Van regions (see Lanalanyan 1960: 229a; Orbeli 
2002: 121""?^). In the Satax version of this proverb: tatrak-i (M. Muradyan 1962: 
172). 
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MidArm. diminutive tatrak-ik is seen in Svedia dädargäg (Alaryan 2003: 365, 379, 
589), although Andreasyan (1967: 385a) and Hananyan (1995: 199a) record only 
dädrag. Note also Aslanbek dadardig < *tatrtik < tatr(a)k-ik [HAB 4: 381b] which 
may have resulted from a simultaneous process of assimilation and dissimilation 
(see 2.1.25): t-t-k-k > t-t-t-k. 

eETYM Since de Lagarde (1866: 227), Bugge (1889: 33; 1893: 70) and others (see 
HAB 4: 381), the word is compared with Skt. tittira- m. ‘partridge’, tittiri m. ‘id.’, 
Iran. *tadarg (or *tatray?) > Arab. tadruj ‘Fasan’, NPers. taóarv (Eilers 1971: 585; 
according to Steingass 290b: NPers. fazarv ‘a cock pheasant, the jungle cock’), Gr. 
tétpač, m. -ak/yog ‘black-cock’ or ‘guinea-fowl’ or ‘large bustard’, rerpid, -ıyog f. ‘a 
bird’ and other bird-names from Hesychius, such as retpó(Ó)ov, tetpaiov, vatópagc, 
etc., Russ. téterev ‘Birkhahn’, etc. 

The appurtenance of tatrak to this PIE bird-name of onomatopoeic origin (cf. Gr. 
tetpace@ ‘to cackle’, etc.) as a native Armenian word is accepted in Bugge 1893: 70 
(assuming an assimilation *tetrak > tatrak); Pokorny 1959: 1079; SaradZeva 1980: 
106; 1986: 71; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 541 — 1995: 459; Jahukyan 1987: 154, 
208 (reconstructing *fotér-, with a question mark). The onomatopoeic nature of the 
PIE (see also Frisk 1: 886; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 645-646) and Armenian 
(HAB 4: 381a; Greppin 1981b: ell: Leroy 1986: 72) terms is accepted practically 
by everyone. Pedersen (1906: 374, 416 = 1982: 152, 194) separates Arm. tatrak 
from Skt. tittirá- and others and treats it as “eine andere onomatopoietische Bildung 
(eine noch andere ist gr. tovy@v)”. 

However, the correspondence *t : Arm. f is not regular [Greppin 1981a: 505; 
1981b: 6*1 fahukyan (1967: 99; 1982: 51; 1987: 197) explains this by 
onomatopoeic character of the word, while Acaryan (HAB 4: 381), noting also the 
ending -ak, follows Hübschmann (1897: 395‘") in treating tatrak as borrowed from 
Iran. *tatur-ak, cf. Med. tatúpaç ‘pheasant’ (ratópag: ó paoıavög öpvıç) attested in 
Athenaeus 9.387. Greppin (apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 217a) states that Arm. tetrak 
(perhaps a misprint for tatrak, although such a form does exist in Larabat and 
vicinities) is a loan, but he does not specify the source. Hovhannisyan (1990: 270c) 
places tatrak in his list of Iranian loans. Olsen (1999: 254, 939) mentions Gr. tétpač 
and Med. tatvpac, and considers the precise origin of Arm. tatrak to be unknown. 

The Iranian origin is possible in view of not only the unaspirated t and the ending 
-ak, but also the root vowel -a-, though, individually taken, none of these arguments 
is of decisive significance. There are some native Armenian designations of birds or 
flying insects with diminutive -ak, e.g. t'it'el/n ‘butterfly’, cice/arn ‘swallow’ 
(q.v.), although in the case of tatrak, no independent *tat(u)r- is attested (but cf. 
below on Zeyt‘un). Also the onomatopoeic nature of the word does not allow to take 
a clearcut decision. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 381a), Larabal, etc. tétrak, comparable with Gr. 
tétpaé, derives from an unattested ClArm. form which has been borrowed from a 
corresponding Median form. Since ClArm. stressed i yields Larabal, etc. & (cf. cicat 
‘laughter’ > cécal, ciran ‘apricot’ > céran, hing ‘five’ > heng’, tiz ‘tick’ > tez, etc., 
see Davt‘yan 1966: 35 and in the glossary, and HAB s.vv.), one may alternatively 
posit an old Armenian by-form *fit(a)r- which can directly be linked with Skt. 
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tittird- (or a corresponding unattested Iranian form) and/or be interpreted as a 
reduplication of the type cicarn ‘swallow’, see 2.3.2. 

If the -u- in Zeyt‘un daduyog is not an epenthesis (for some not very impressive 
examples, see Acaryan 2003: 138; tatrak is not mentioned here), one might posit an 
older *tatur(a)- comparable with the above-mentioned tatipac ‘pheasant’. 


targal ‘spoon’; attested in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.47 (1913=1991: 174'*; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 187): targal unel oski ew patarak‘ai : “[the right] to have a golden 
spoon and fork". For the context, see Xalat'janc 1896, 1: 256ff; Thomson 1978: 
1883. 

Later forms: trgal in Step‘annos Siwnec‘i, 8" cent. [Adonc‘ 1915=2008: 190'°], 
t/drgal in later Grammarians, Canons attributed to Sahak, and in Middle Armenian: 
drgal in Geoponica and ISg drgal-ov in Alék‘sianos (see also HAB 4: 644b), deal in 
Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i, etc., dk'al in a 14^ century colophon and a 16" century 
inscription [MijHayBar 1, 1987: 171a, 184ab]. 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects, almost everywhere with loss of the -r-. The only 
exception is Tigranakert t ‘ark "o [HAB 385a; Haneyan 1978: 47, 197b]. The forms 
are: Artial (Hung., Pol.) d‘ig‘al [Acaryan 1953: 23, 287], Polis, Nor Naxijewan 
t'k'al, Xarberd deal [HAB 4: 385a], K'esab dəguəl [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 200a], 
Svedia d'ig'ul [Alaryan 2003: 589], Agulis dügül, instr. dügül-àv IM. Zak'aryan 
2008: 88], etc. The other dialects display a metathetic form: *gdal [HAB 4: 385a]. 
eETYM From PIE *döru, gen. *dréu-s, n. *wood': Skt. dáru-, GSg drós, drünah, ISg 
drúnā n. ‘wood’, dárvi f. ‘spoon’, darvi f. ‘spoon’, dróna- n. ‘wooden vessel, 
trough, bucket’, YAv. dauru, GSg draos n. ‘piece of wood, tree-trunk’, OPers. daruv 
‘wood’, MPers., NPers. dar ‘wood, tree’, Gr. ddpv, gen. ddpatog n. “wood, tree- 
trunk, spear’, dpic, ópvoc f. ‘tree’, oak’ (Frisk 1: 411-412, 421-422), OEngl. treo(w) 
= Engl. tree, OCS drova n. pl. ‘wood’, drévo n. ‘tree’, Alb. dru/drü m. ‘wood; tree; 
stem, trunk’ < *druud (Demiraj 1997: 146-148), etc. Dervischjan 1877: 544; Lidén 
1906: 66; HAB 4: 384-385; Pokorny 1959: 214; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 704, 
721, 761; Mallory/Adams 1997: 598. 

According to Aéaryan (HAB 4: 421b, 422; see also Saradzeva 1986: 66; 
Jahukyan 1987: 118, 162), here belong also torn ‘pestle’ and torg ‘loom, weaving of 
spider-web'. Meillet (p.c. apud HAB 4: 421b) accepted the etymology of torn. As is 
correctly pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 4: 422b), the original meaning of torg was 
‘wooden framework, loom’ (cf. the dialectal evidence), and the meaning ‘weaving, 
fabric, net’ (attested in Hexaemeron) has secondarily been derived from ‘wooden 
framework’ > ‘woven framework, weaving’. 

Skt. därvi f. and darvi f. ‘spoon’ are formally and semantically comparable to 
Arm. torg ‘wooden framework, loom’ and targ-al ‘spoon’ (HAB 4: 384b; Jahukyan 
1982: 71). We can reconstruct Armeno-Aryan fem. *doru-i(h2)- vs. oblique and 
compositional *dru- which would yield Arm. torg and targ-, respectively. On the 
other hand, Arm. torg ‘wooden framework, loom’ is amazingly close to HLuw. tarw- 
i(ia)- prob. “wooden beam’ (see below), both formally and semantically. 

The semantic shift ‘wood’ > ‘spoon’ is quite natural. In Svedia (Musa-lef = Musa 
Dagh), for instance, up to the Armenian Genocide in 1915, spoons were made only 


1 Dial. drgal is certainly secondary (pace Dervischjan 1877: 54,). 
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of wood, mainly of ash-tree and box-tree (see Gyozalyan 2001: 17-18, 88). Spoons 
and ladles were made of wood also in Zangezur (Lisic‘yan 1969: 164-165), Sasun 
(Petoyan 1965: 158), etc. (HAB 4: 384b; Lisician 1955: 195; Marutjan 1989: 135b). 

Usually no cognate forms are cited for Arm. -al- in targal. Eichner 1978: 151 
posits *dru-ah;- + *-lah;-, citing no cognates with *-/-. Klingenschmitt 1982: 238 
posits *dru-alo-. One may think of Maced. öapvAAog f. ‘oak’ (on which see Pokorny 
1959: 215), but this is not very impressive. In my opinion, Arm. /argal is 
astonishingly identical with Hitt. 9 Ptaru-ali- n., which refers to an implement used 
for grinding or crushing, probably something like ‘pestle’, *Mórser', ‘Stößel’, cf. 
CLuw. taruual- *Mórser' (see Hoffner 1967a: 357a; Starke 1990: 336; Rieken 1999: 
434), itself a derivative of taru- n. *wood', cf. CLuw. Graru- n. ‘wood’, darus- n. 
‘statue’, HLuw. *taru- n. ‘wood’, tarw-i(ia)- prob. ‘wooden beam’, tarut- n. ‘statue’ 
(see Kloekhorst 2008: 849). For *-al(i) in designations for implements or the like cf. 
e.g. Hitt. °° Auldli- n. ‘distaff’ (see Starke 1990: 300-343; Rieken 1999: 434); Arm. 
tam-al(i) ‘building, roof’ probably from QIE *dmh,li(h;)-. 

As to torn 'pestle', note especially Skt. dróna- n. *wooden vessel, trough, bucket 
(HAB 4: 421b). The Armenian word may be derived from *doru-no- *wooden 
implement? (Jahukyan 1982: 111), with analogical o-grade from nom. *doru. One 
may also think of *doru-n-t- (cf. Gr. gen. ddpatoc, if from *dorun-to-). For the 
meaning ‘pestle’ cf. Hitt. "raru-ali-. 

To conclude: PIE neuter *doru ‘wood’ is largely involved in Armenian craft 
terminology. Here we find remarkable correspondences between Armenian, Aryan 
and Anatolian: 

Arm. forg *wooden framework, loom' : Skt. dárvi f. and darvi f. *spoon' : HLuw. 
tarw-i(ia)- prob. ‘wooden beam’; 

Arm. torn ‘pestle’ : Skt. dróna- n. ‘wooden vessel, trough, bucket’; 

Arm. targ-al ‘spoon’ : Hitt. °° tary-ali- n. ‘pestle’ or the like. 

See also s.v. tarr ‘element, substance, principle’. 


*tart‘ (dial.) ‘stiff manure briquettes used for heating’, ‘thick layer of dirt on a body’. 
eDIAL Baberd, Ararat, Nor Bayazet, Larabat, Surmalu, Van ‘stiff manure briquettes 
used for heating’ [Acarean 1913: 1018a], Mus, Alaskert, Bulanox ‘id.’ [Amatuni 
1912: 619-620]; Xarberd, Van ‘thick layer of dirt on a body’ [Aéarean 1913: 1018a]. 
eETYM Jahukyan (1972: 285; 1987: 118) connects *tart‘ with terem ‘to flay’ or ‘to 
become callous, be covered with hard layer of skin’ (q.v.) , comparing with OEngl. 
tord ‘dirt’, etc. and hesitantly positing *dy-t'-. Since in the majority of dialects the 
sequence -rt‘ may also go back to -rd, we can tentatively reconstruct *tard and 
derive it from QIE *dr-tV-, cf. Skt. drti ‘leather bag’, Gr. óaproc, etc. For the suffix 
or determinative -t‘, on the other hand, see e.g. s.vv. *xil-t' ‘knag on a tree, a 
swelling in tree’ and *her-t‘ ‘turn, queue’. Uncertain. 


*tarm, i-stem: GDSg tarm-i in Dawt'ak (7th cent.) apud Movses Katankatuac‘i 2.35 
(1983: 229; Dowsett 1961: 148; Dowsett 1992: 156-157), Nersés Snorhali (12- 
13* cent), GDPI tarm-i-c‘ in Grigor Narekac‘i 67.5, Xac'atryan/Lazinyan 1985: 
5191), Esayi Né‘ec‘i (13-14? cent.) ‘flock of birds’ (Grigoris Arsaruni, 7-8" cent., 
etc.), ‘swarm of gad-flies’ (Grigor Narekac‘i 67.5, see above); ‘starling’ in Nerses 
Snorhali etc., cf. tarm-a-haw ‘id.’ (twice in Hexaemeron alongside with synonymous 
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sarik, rendering Gr. vin ‘starling’ and oeAevrig ‘a bird which eats locusts, Pastor 
roseus, the Rose-coloured Pastor', K. Muradyan 1984: 260-5 279". index: 377ab); 
reduplicated adverb tarm-a-tarm ‘by flocks (said of birds)’ in Eznik Kotbac‘i (5" 
cent.), cf. adv. tarm tarm ‘id.’ (Ephrem); tarm-a-jur *mythological water which is 
followed by flocks of locust-chasing birds’ (Vardan Arewelc‘i etc 117 

The adverb tarm-abar is attested in Dionysius Thrax, 6-7" cent. [AdonDion 
2008: 311]. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 387a, 422b), here belongs also *torm ‘group of 
ships' (q.v.). 
eDIAL Agulis form ‘a bird’, with regular vocalic development [Aéarean 1935: 22, 
392], Balu damr "a bird of passage resembling the swallow" (Sargisean 1932: 133- 
134, 537; HAB 4: 387a), T'iflis tarb ‘a locust-killing bird of Masis’ (cf. Georg. 
t'arbi, HAB 4: 3872). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 4: 387a; 422-423) lists a few etymological suggestions, but 
does not accept any of them. 

Jahukyan (1991: 42-43) derives Arm. tarm and *torm from QIE *drg"-(s)mo- and 
*dorg"-(s)mo- respectively, connecting with MIr. dremm, Nlr. dream ‘Schar, 
Abteilung von Menschen’ (*drg"-smo-), Bret. dramm “Bündel, Garbe’, Gr. ópáyua 
‘handfull, esp. of (stalk of) corn’, öpaoooyuaı ‘to grasp, take handfulls’, etc., derived 
from PIE *derg- ‘to grasp’ (see Pokorny 1959: 212-213). Perhaps a European 
substratum word. 


tarr, pl. tant. in the Bible: loc. i farer-s, gen.-dat. tarer-c‘, instr. tarer-b-k‘ 
(Astuacaturean 1895: 1433c); NSg tarr, GDSg tarer (Gank Kotbac‘i, Agat‘angetos, 
Barset Kesarac‘i, Anania Sirakac‘i, Grigor Narekac'i, etc.); i-stem: GDSg tarr-i 
(Hamam Arewelc*i), AblSg i tarr-é (Grigor Narekac‘i), GDPI tarr-i-c‘ (Plato, etc.); 
a-stem: ISg tarer-a-w (Nerses Lambronac‘i), GDPI tarer-a-c‘ (Book of Chries 
5.5.16, 6.4.2); NPI tarear-k‘, GDPI tarear-c' (Vardan Arewelc‘i) ‘element, matter, 
substance, body, principle’ (Bible+); tar, i-stem ‘element; letter’ (see below). 

Apart from the Biblical evidence, the word is attested several times in Elise, 
Chapter 7 (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 350-352; transl. Thomson 1982: 221-222), API 
tarer-s and GDPI tarer-c‘, referring to elements, in particular the four basic 
elements. GDPI tarer-a-c‘ is found in Book of Chries 5.5.16, 6.4.2 (G. Muradyan 
1993: 122". 1426: Russ. transl. 2000: 117). 

Anania Sirakac'i (7" cent.) describes the moon as follows (A. G. Abrahamyan 
1940: 39-7): lusinn tarr & sem, xist, mak'ur, gndajew. It seems naural to follow the 
ModArm. translation of Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 1979: 97: “the moon is a dense, 
hard, spherical body". Thus, tarr is here to be understood as ‘substance, body’. 

tar “element; letter’: GDPI tar-i, GDPI tar-i-c‘ in Dionysius Thrax, 6-7" cent. 
[AdonDion 2008: 4"'', 49^]. Here we read on the connection between tarr and tar 
(4?!5: Na ew noynk‘ isk tark‘ koc in, vasn zi unin tarrumn imn ew dasut‘iwn : Tà ôè 


128 The connection of Arm. tarmajur to Hurr. tarmani and Urart. tarmanla ‘source’ (see 
Greppin 1991b: 725b, 725b4s; 2008: 15) is uncertain. The etymology would imply that the 
association of the first part of the Armenian compound (an otherwise unattested *tarm- 
*source'?) with tarm ‘flock of words’ is folk-etymological. See also Jahukyan 1987: 425 
(confusing with Arm. t'arm “fresh’). 
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adra Kai otolyeia Kalsltaı dré TO &Éyewv otoiyov tiva kai tTaéiv. Arm. tar-k‘ and 
tarrumn correspond to oroıyeia ‘letters; lines; (physical) elements’ and ozoiyog ‘file 
or column of soldiers, etc., row of trees, poles, etc.’ respectively. Also in Step'annos 
Siwnec‘i [AdonDion 2008: 199^]. 

On tarr and tar, see further AdonDion 2008: cxlvi-cxlviii; Jahukyan 1954: 127- 
130, 149, 189, 251; 1967: 11; Xaé‘eryan 1962: 346-347; and especially A. 
Muradyan 1971: 181-183. Further, see Ravnes 1991: 88. On the notion of tarr, pl. 
tarer-k' ‘element’, see Thomson 1992: 195, 201. For the alternation tarr : tar cf. er- 
from err- “three-’ [HAB 2: 50b]. 
eETYM Considered to be a word of unknown origin [HAB 4: 388b; Olsen 1999: 149, 
961]. Jahukyan 1982: 106 in passing suggests a derivation from PIE *doru ‘wood’ 
and reconstructs *daruro-. Later he was apparently unsatisfied with this etymology 
since he did not include it in his fundamental 1987. 

Nevertheless, the etymology is worth of consideration. Rather than a suffix *-ro-, 
we may assume a nominative -r after the type of neuters following the r/u- 
declension, cf. cun-r vs. *gonu- ‘knee’, etc. A number of such words display zero- 
grade roots, see s.vv. asr ‘fleece’, barjr ‘high’, catr ‘laughter’, etc. For a discussion 
of the r/u-declension, see especially s.v. asr *wool, fleece'. See also s.vv. artawsr 
‘tear’, metr, met-u ‘honey’. 

We may start with nom. *dóru-r, obl. *dr-(e)u-. The nominative becomes *daru-r 
> tar(u)r with analogical zero-grade. That the r-stem word has been generalized 
early and thus belongs to an r-stem instead of the expected r/u-declension (which 
presupposes gen. "faru-) is not a decisive counter-argument, cf. e.g. hur, o-stem 
‘fire’ (q.v.). Also in Greek, the PIE PD neuters of heteroclite *-7/n- declension are 
reflected in different declension classes, note dëng, -atoç ‘water’ and don, -atoc 
‘liver’ on the one hand, and zóp, mòpóç ‘fire’ on the other (see Rix 1992: 126-127). 

For the semantic development compare Gr. Ay “wood, timber’, ‘material, matter’ 
> Arm. hiwl(e) ‘matter, element, substance, principle’. 


tawn, i-stem ‘feast’ (Bible+). See s.v. patah. 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. [HAB 4: 442b] 

eETYM Connected with Lat. daps, -pis f. ‘sacrificial meal’, Gr. darıo ‘devour’, etc., 
see HAB s.v; Pokorny 1959: 176-177; Gamkrelidze / Ivanov 1984: 701; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 496b. For the semantic field and cultural background, see 
Benveniste 1969: 1: 74-77; 2: 226-229 (= 1973: 61-63, 484-486); Mallory/Adams 
1997: 496-497. Watkins (1976; see also Corthals 1979: 229; Matasović 1996: 151) 
adds Irish dian ‘poem’ (< *dapna-) to these words. Toch. B tapp- ‘to eat’ is 
uncertain [Adams 1999: 286-287]. See also Pedersen 1924: 224b — 1982: 307b; 
Jahukyan 1992: 20. 

The Armenian prototype may have been *dh;p-ni- or *dh»p-nih;-, for which there 
is no direct comparative evidence; cf. Lat. damnum n. “financial loss’ and Olc. tafn 
‘sacrificial animal’, both from *dap-no-, as well as Gr. óazáv f. ‘cost, expenditure’. 
Olsen (1999: 101) alternatively suggests a closer parallelism with Lat. daps, “in 
which case the i-stem would have to be a contamination between the acc.sg. in -n 
and an i-stem as the usual substitution of an older root noun". I would prefer a direct 
association with the above-mentioned cognates with the nasal suffixal element, and 
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a subsequent morphological reformation after words like ban, jawn, etc. The 
etymological meaning of Arm. tawn ‘feast’ is, then, *‘feast with sacrificial meal’. 

Note also Gr. óeizvov n. ‘meal’, which is usually regarded as a Mediterranean 
cultural word probably reflecting *daip-n-; its relationship with daic, daity is not 
clear; the whole group may be of a substratum origin (see Frisk 1: 358; van 
Windekens 1966: 96; Chantraine 1968-80: 258; Furnée 1972: 325-326; 339,, 352; 
Beekes 1975: 80). 

Further, note Arm. tuar ‘neat, cattle’ (dial. ubiquitous *tawar, see HAB 4: 424b) 
in tuarac = tuar ‘cattle’ + arac ‘pasturing’ through haplology, meaning 'pasturing" 
(Eusebius of Caesarea: i tuarac-i) and ‘pasturer, herdsman’ (in a homily ascribed to 
Etise), cf. also tuarac-akan ‘herdsman’ Bible+ [NHB 2: 890bc]; see also s.v. place- 
name Tuarac-a-tap‘. Usually compared to OEngl. tiber, gier n. ‘sacrificial animal, 
sacrifice’, OHG zebar ‘id.’, late MHG ungezibere, Germ. Un-ge-ziefer n. 
*schádlisches Kleingetier: vermin’, actually, ‘impure animal, not fit for sacrifice’, 
OIc. tivurr m. (if meaning ‘offering’ and not ‘god’), Goth. *tibr ‘offering’, etc.; see 
Lidén 1906: 8-10; HAB 4: 424; Pokorny 1959: 222; Jahukyan 1987: 118; 
Mallory/Adams 2006: 142. For a further discussion on this etymon, see Scardigli 
1961: 138, 1384; Hamp 1973: 322; Polomé 1975: 659-660; Lehmann 1986: 344; 
Pfeifer 1989, 3: 1873. This etymon has been compared to Semitic (« Afro-Asiatic) 
*d-b-h ‘to sacrifice’: Ugar. dbh ‘sacrifice’, Hebr. zebah ‘sacrificial animal’, Arab. 
d-b-h ‘to sacrifice’, dibhu ‘sacrifice’; etc. (see Illi&-Svity& 1964: 6™™°); note possible 
Kartvelian parallels: Svan tbal- ‘to sacrifice’, etc. (ibid. 619). On the other hand, the 
Armenian dialectal form *tawar is reminiscent of Semitic *tdwar- ‘bull’. 

The relationship between all these IE and non-IE words is not quite clear. 
Regardless of the ultimate origin of the etymon and further details, one may 
tentatively posit a Mediterranean-Pontic-Neareastern cultural word *de/aip-n- or 
*deip-r- ‘sacrificial animal, sacrificial meal’. 


tel, a-stem: GDPI tel-a-c‘, IPI tel-a-w-k‘ (also o-stem in NHB 2: 862c without 
evidence) ‘site, place’ (Koriwn, Etišē, Aristotle, Zenob, etc.); feli, ea-stem: GDSg 
telw-o-y, LocSg i telw-o-j, AblSg i telw-o-j-e, ISg tele-a-w, AccSg teli-s, GDPI tete- 
a-c‘ (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1434-1436) ‘id.’; see also 
s.v. etl, GDSg etet ‘id.’ (Bible+). 

For the paradigm of tełi and the locative in -oj, see Charpentier 1909: 252-256; 
Meillet 1936: 21, 65-67, 73, 91, 93; Clackson 1994: 61-62; Matzinger 2005: 108- 
109. 
eDIAL The form fe? is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 4: 394a]. 
eETYM Pedersen 1906: 373-374 = 1982: 151-152 derives et? and teli from PIE *sed- 
‘to sit’ comparing with Lat. sella ‘seat, chair, stool’. One usually reconstructs *sed- 
lo- (HAB 4: 393b; Pokorny 1959: 886; Jahukyan 1959: 243; Alabekyan 1979: 64; 
Volpe apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 505a). However, *sed-lo- would yield Arm. 
*(h)eit-. It is therefore better to reconstruct a *sed-el(o)- > ett (see E. Tumanjan 
1978: 289-290; Jahukyan 1982: 105; 1987: 146; cf. Matzinger 2005: 73). 

We can explain the forms et? and te/(i) from an ablauting paradigm: HD *sed-öl 
vs. acc. *sd-él-m, or PD *sed-l- (>> *sed-el-) vs. gen. *sd-él-s > PArm. *(h)et-t > 
*stel- >> etl vs. gen. etel and *tel-. PArm. *tet-a- (cf. GDPI. teł-a-c ‘, etc.) and *teti- 
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a- (cf. teli and obl. tei-e-a-) point to *s(e)del-h; (cf. Lat. sella ‘seat’ from *sed-I-h;) 
and *s(e)del-ieh;-, respectively. 
For the etymon, see further s.vv. hecanim “to mount a horse’ and nist ‘seat’. 


ter (i-stem according to NHB 2: 865c without evidence) ‘veil, coat? (Genesis 38.14, 
Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.26, John Chrysostom). 

The passage in Genesis 38.14 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 328) reads as follows: ehan 
zhanderjs ayrut'ean iwroy yink'ene, arkaw ter ew zardarec'aw “she put off her 
widow’s garments, put on a veil (= Gr. vépiotpov) and adorned herself". 

In Movsés Xorenac'i 1.26 (1913-1991: 75-75 transl Thomson 1978: 116): kin 
omn ciranazgest, erknagoyn unelov ziwreaw ter “a woman dressed in purple and 
wrapped in a veil the color of the sky". For testimony from John Chrysostom and for 
compounds, see NHB 2: 865; Hac‘uni 1923: 130-131; HAB 4: 395a. 
eETYM For the etymology, see s.v. terem ‘to flay’. Olsen (1999: 947) places the 
word in her list of words of unknown origin not mentioning any etymological 
suggestion. According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 395b), Georg. t’eri ‘all kind of cover, 
rug, mattress, etc.’ is an Armenian loanword. 


terates, GDSg terates-i (Leviticus 15.33) ‘having an issue of blood’, said of 
menstruation (Bible+). 
eDIAL No dialectal record in HAB 4: 395b. NHB 2: 865c informs that terates 
dialectally (Famkoren) refers to haemorrhoids of men. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 4: 395b) derives this compound (with tes- ‘to see’) from 
terem ‘to flay’ or ‘to become callous, be covered with hard layer of skin’ (q.v.) and 
points out that the semantic relationship is difficult to explain. Alayan (1974: 141- 
142) explains the semantics through the meaning ‘veil, cloth’ referring to the usage 
of a piece of cloth for menstruation, cf. dial. šor and halav referring to 
‘menstruation’ (on these words, see AcarLiak 6, 1971: 762). 

Olsen (1999: 966) places the word in her list of words of unknown origin without 

mentioning any etymological suggestion. 


terem ‘to flay’ or ‘to become callous, be covered with hard layer of skin’ (Elise, 
Vardan Arewelc‘i), ofn-ter ‘wound on the back of a horse resulted from rubbing’ 
(Geoponica, see NHB 2: 508b), ter, IPI ter-i-w-k‘ ‘callus on skin of sole’ (Ptm. ar 
leh apud NHB 2: 865c, bibliography vacat); fef-a-zerc arnem ‘to plunder, rob, 
despoil' (Eznik Kotbac‘i, Eusebius of Caesarea, Canon Law), lit. ‘to flay, make 
skinless’, cf. the semantic development in Arm. dial. plokel, etc. [HAB 4: 395b], ter- 
a-zercem ‘id.’ (Book of Chries); t/n-awor ‘callous’ (Gregory of Nyssa). 

A textual illustration from Elise, Chapter 7 (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 354"°', transl. 
Thomson 1982: 223): Jerk‘ mer p‘apareal en i kac'ni, ew otunk' mer tereal en i 
p aytakri *Our hands have become calloused from the axe and our backs worn from 
carrying wood". 
eETYM Since Meillet 1894: 165 (for the comparison with Greek, see already NHB 2: 
865c), connected with Lith. derù, difti ‘to flay’, OCS dero, dorati ‘to flay’, Czech 
dráti ‘to tear’, Gr. óépo ‘to flay’, óépag ‘skin, leather’, Skt. dar- ‘to crack, split, 
break, burst’, MPers., NPers. darridan ‘to tear up’, etc. The Armenian verb is 
derived from *der-s- (see HAB 4: 395b; Pokorny 1959: 206, 210; Jahukyan 1987: 
118). For the forms, see also Frisk 1: 368-370; Chantraine 1968-80: 265-266; 
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EtimSlovSlavJaz 4, 1977: 209; 5, 1978: 218-219; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 701- 
702; Mallory/Adams 1997: 567b. 

In view of the cognate forms referring to ‘leather garment’, ‘coat’, etc., Acaryan 
(HAB 4: 396a; see also Jahukyan 1987: 118) identifies this teř- ‘*skin, leather’ with 
ter ‘veil, coat’ (q.v.). Further note ferates ‘having an issue of blood’ said of 
menstruation (Bible), which seems to contain *fe7 ‘cloth’ (see s.v.), as well as tar- 
a-tok ‘coat’ (q.v.), probably composed of *tar- from zero-grade form *drsV- and an 
obscure *tok. Note also torn ‘rope’ (q.v.) probably derived from *dor(s)-n-. Finally, 
dial. tart‘ ‘stiff manure briquettes used for heating’, ‘thick layer of dirt on a body’ 
(q.v.) has been connected to these words as well. 

According to Atayan (1974: 142-143), trn-awor ‘callous’ (see above) contains 
*tifPn or "turn from *ders-en or *dors-en, respectively. The vocalism remains 
uncertain. 

Olsen 1999: 780 derives terem from *derhze- (cf. Gr. óépag ‘skin, leather’) 
assuming a development *-rh;V- > -7(V)-, which I do not share because none of the 
examples is unambiguous and convincing, see s.vv. krunk ‘crane’, an onomatopoeia, 
and meranim ‘to die’, probably from sigmatic aorist *mer-s-, further see Ravnees 
1991: 88). 

More probably, Arm. ter- reflects *der-s- (see above), which may be identified 
with the sigmatic aorist *der-s-, cf. Skt. subj. darsasi, etc. If the trilled -7 of the noun 
ter *veil is not due to association with the verb terem, then one might think of *der- 
5-i-, cf. Gr. óéppic f. ‘skin, leathern covering’. However, this Greek word seems to 
reflect *der-ti- (see Clackson 1994: 54). 


*ti ‘day’, only in erk-ti ‘two days’, attested in John Chrysostom, Commentaries on 
Philippians (twice), Colossians (once), Ephesians (three times); note also erk-tiw 
‘id.’ in the same Commentary on Colossians 

For the typology of the compound cf. dial. Mus erkor < *erk-or ‘(for) two days’ 
e.g. in a fairy-tale recorded in Alek‘sandrapol in 1915, see HZHek* 13, 1985: 221"': 
or ma k'elec'in, kam erkor “they walked for one day or two”. Note also Moks erkor 
found in a tale (Orbeli 2002: 58'° [Nr 15]; transl. 134): erkor mnac‘ *nponuro pa 
aus”. In a folk epic from Xarberd (Hut‘Sam 1895: 356: ar ma erkor anc ‘av “one 
or two days passed”. 
eETYM Obviously related with fiw ‘day’ (q.v.). The loss of -w is not explained by 
Acafyan [HAB 4: 403a, 410a]. The form is reminiscent of the accusative forms Skt. 
dyam, Gr. Ziv, Lat. diem < *diem, Olr. de, cf. the PIE word for ‘cow’ (see s.v. kov 
‘cow’): *g"eh;-u- ‘cow’: Skt. gaúh , acc. gam, Gr. floüc, acc. Bou. For a discussion 
of the aberrant accusatives *diém and *g"6m (with loss of *-w-), see Schindler 1973: 
152-155; Watkins 1974; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 479-480, 750-752; Schrijver 
1991: 120, 129; 1995: 109-110; Szemerényi 1996: 181-182; Nassivera 2000: 59ff. 
Beekes (1990: 42, cf. 50) argues for an accusative with lengthened grade *dieum 
rather than *dieum. Lat. dies ‘day’ is based on AccSg *diém (Schrijver 1991: 120). 

Arm. *ti- ‘day’, as Lat. dies, may be derived from PArm. nom. *trh < QIE *diés, 
with loss of the *-w- analogically after the accusative.'” 


12 Alternatively, *ti ‘day’ may be derived from PIE *dih;-t(i)-: Alb. ditë f. ‘day’, cf. OCS 
donb ‘day’, etc. This is less probable. 


tik 613 


For a possible trace of PArm. *ti- ‘god’ or ‘Sky-god’, see s.v.ciacan ‘rainbow’. 
The PIE u-less form (Skt. diam, Lat. diem, Gr. Zjv) has been compared to Old 
Chinese *thiim, *thiin ‘sky’; *tjaus ‘shine’; *tos ‘day’; "tees ‘God, the god who 
knows everything, whose name (rees) means ruling the world under heaven’, from 
an original meaning ‘heaven’ (see Zhou Jixu 2002: 2777: Zhou Jixu 2003: 9-10, 14- 
15; and especially Zhou Jixu 2005). 


*ti (or *tin) prob. ‘fat’. 

MidArm. xoz-ti, GDSg xoztui or xoztini ‘fat of swine’ is attested in Geoponica 
and "BZ&karan jioy” (13" cent.) [HAB 2: 382b; C‘ugaszyan 1980: 104, 200; 
MijHayBar 1, 1987: 346a]. Derived from xoz ‘swine’, but the component *fi is not 
specified (ibid.). The latter is hardly identical with the pl./coll. marker -ti. It 
probably is an otherwise unknown word meanig ‘fat’. 

Another possible trace of the hypothetical *ti ‘fat? may be seen in katti. This word 
is found in Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (5™ or 7" cent.), in a list of some 
dairy and fish products for fast of Nawakatik‘. Of these words, katti and bacin are 
unknown, and xer and scuk, both being dairy products, are very rare in the literature 
and present in a few dialects (see HAB s.vv.). The word katti is listed between kogi 
"butter" and bacin and may denote a kind of dairy product. It may be interpreted as 
*kal(t‘) ‘milk’ (see s.v. kat‘n ‘milk’) + Su ‘fat’, thus: ‘fat of milk’, that is a kind of 
butter or sour cream or the like. 

Note also dial. kz-ti ‘a dairy product’, on which see HAB 2: 497a. 
eETYM No etymology of Su (or Sun, if the nasal in GDSg xoztini is old) ‘fat’ is 
known to me. One may hypothetically compare it with Gr. dyudc¢ m. ‘fat of animals 
and men’ (cf. Frisk 1: 381) and/or Luw. ta(j)in- n. ‘oil, fat’ (on which see Starke 
1990: 239-242). 


tik, a-stem: ISg tk-a-w (Agat'angelos), AblSg i tk-e (Genesis 21.15, see Zeyt'unyan 
1985: 235), GDPI tk-a-c‘ (Agat'angelos), LocSg i tk-i (Sargis Snorhali) *wineskin, a 
vessel made of an animal's skin (for wine, oil, water, etc.)’ « ‘goat, skin of goat 
(Bible+). 

GDP! tk-a-c‘ and ISg tk-a-w are found in a passage from Agat‘angetos § 109 
(1909=1980: 65-75 transl. Thomson 1976: 123): Ew sastkac ‘eal t'agaworin, et pndel 
zots nora i hrapoyrs (var. hrapars) tkac‘, ew kaxel zna glxivayr; ew et dnel jagar i 
nstoy telwoj nora, ew arkanel jur tkaw yorovayn nora : “The king, even more 
incensed, ordered his feet to be bound with cords of wineskins and him to be hung 
upside down. And he had a funnel placed in his bottom and had water poured from a 
wine-skin into his belly". Also Bolognesi (1995: 5) translates hrapoyrs/hrapars 
tkac‘ as “cords of wineskins". The reading hrapar-s must be the correct one (see s.v. 
arapar ‘craggy place’). Norayr (see HAB 3: 132b) identifies the word with hrapoyr 
found in P‘awstos Buzand 4.55 (see also Thomson 1976: 465109). Garsoian (1989: 
176), however, takes the latter as identical with hrapoyr ‘charm, allurement, 
seduction, indulgence’ (Bible+). 

MidA rm. dimin. tk-ik, tk-cor, dimin. tkcor-ak ‘id.’ [MifHayBar 2, 1992: 39 1b]. 

See also s.v. aratik ‘rope, cord’. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 406a]. 
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The irregular g’ in Agulis tag’, tayg” points to an older *tig [Acarean 1935: 115]. 
Note also Larabat tek”, teg", teyg’[Davtayan 1966: 483]. 

MidArm. tk-cor is reflected in Hacon dägjoy, Zeyt'un deogjüy/r [HAB ibid.; 
Acafyan 2003: 340]; cf. also Larabat *tk-cr-v-il ‘to swell’ (see HAB 4: 406a). 
eSEMANTICS The leather vessels called tik, etc. were made of skin of various 
animals: goats, oxen, calfs, buffaloes (Marutjan 1989: 129a with references). In 
literary and ethnographical attestations tik mostly refers to the the winebag made of 
skin of goat. Here are a few examples. It says in a riddle by Nersös Snorhali, 12^ 
cent., Cilicia, that the he-goat (oc has nice winebags for wine: ginoy uni aluor 
taker (A. Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 287). Abraham Kretac‘i (18" cent.) mentions water- 
containers called tik made of skins of sheeps and goats (1870: 16, see L. Petrosyan 
1968: 37). In a versified saying recorded in T‘iflis (Tér-Alek'sandrean 1885: 529). 
Ul eir u tik darar *You were a kid, but turned into a wineskin". A few lines below 
tkcur 1s mentioned too. 

It is not surprizing then that Arm. tik originally referred to ‘goat’ (see below). For 
examples from other languages displaying the same semantic development, see 
HAB 4: 405b. 
eETYM Since Lidén (1906: 10-14), connected with Germ. *tigö ‘goat, he-goat’ (cf. 
ORG ziga, Germ. Ziege, etc.) and Gr. Laconian óíca- aig. Aakwveg (Hesychius). Alb. 
dhi f. ‘(she-)goat’ (see Kortlandt 1986: 38 = 2003: 68, with ref.) rather belongs with 
ayc ‘(she-)goat’ [Orel 1994: 358; Demiraj 1997: 160] (q.v.). 

The Germanic form is derived from QIE *dig"- (Pokorny 1959: 222), which 
would yield Arm. *tig, whereas the Laconian presupposes "ór-ja «*dig-ih;-. 
However, diGa may be a corruption for Soho (see Kortlandt 1986: 38, = 2003: 68,; 
Clackson 1994: 89, with ref). The Armenian form requires a QIE *dig- (see 
Pokorny 1959: 222, hesitantly assuming “tabuistische Entstellung"; cf. Jahukyan 
1987: 118), which, with its two voiced stops, has an impossible root structure. Given 
the restriction of the word to Armenian, Germanic, perhaps also Greek, we may 
assume a substratum origin with a vacillation *-g”-/*-g-, unless one prefers an 
assimilation *dig- > PArm. *dig- > Arm. tik (see further s.v. karkut “hail’). It is 
tempting to explain EArm. *fig- (reflected in Agulis, etc.) from the proto-form 
*dig'-. 

On the other hand, the Armenian form is usually explained by linking it with 
Germanic diminutive geminate in -kk-: OHG zicki, OEngl. ticcen ‘Zicklein’, etc. 
(Lidén ibid.; Meillet 1908-09: 356; Olsen 1999: 61, 826). For the issue, see also s.v. 
buc ‘lamb’. 

Nikolaev (1985: 72) compares PIE *dig^- with PAndi *t’uka and PTsez *t’iga 
‘he-goat’ and OTurk. teka and points out that it is difficult to determine the primary 
source. On the other hand, he (ibid.) separates Gr. zp&yoc m. ‘goat’ from tp@ya ‘to 
nibble’ (see s.v. aracem ‘to pasture’) and considers it a Caucasian loan, which is 
phonetically improbable. One may wonder if the ECauc. forms are borrowed from 
Armenian. A larger areal context is assumed by Jahukyan 1987: 607. On Georg. 
t'ik'i, etc. which are treated as Armenian loanwords, see HAB 4: 406a; Matzinger 
2005: 26155. 


*tit ‘teat, bosom’; only in merk-a-tit, in P'awstos Buzand 4.15 (ah cent./ (188321984: 
102-5: transl. Garsoian 1989: 144). The passage reads as follows: Isk kinn spaneloyn 
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P'aranjemn zhanderjsn patareal, zgess arjakeal, merkatit i mëi asxaranin kocer ` 
“As for P'aranjem, the wife of the slain, rending her garments and loosening her 
hair, she lamented with bosom bared among the mourners". The text does not cite 
any reading variant for merkatit, but ACaryan (HAB 4: 404a) notes that in a variant 
one finds merkatik. 

In the homilies by Yovhan Mandakuni (5" cent.) or Yovhan Mayragomec‘i (7" 
cent.) one finds merkatik. In NHB (2: 255b) the passage is referred to Mand. c 'ank., 
but this is not found in the list of abbreviations. In NHB (ibid.) the word is read as 
merkatit and identified with the above-mentioned merkatit of P'awstos, and is 
interpreted as ‘with bosom bared’. Acaryan (HAB 4: 404a, 409a), however, reads 
the compound as merk-a-tig (with tig ‘arm’), considering fit ‘bosom’ to be a 
ghost-word. This is possible, albeit unnecessary. The interpretation suggested in 
NHB finds some etymological (see below) and culturological support; note the habit 
of lamentation by women with bosom bared known from the ancient traditions, see 
e.g. Herodotus 2.85 (gatvovoai tovg wacovc), and Vardiman 1982: 292, 296, and the 
inset following p. 128 (= Russ. transl. 1990: 288, 292, inset following p. 192). 
eETYM For Aéaryan’s opinion and a philological discussion, see above. Bugge 
(1890: 85-86) compares the correspondence cic : (merka)tit with car ‘tree’ vs. an-tar 
‘forest’. 

Together with titan ‘nurse’ (Plato+), as well as cic ‘bosom’ (late attest.; 
widespread in the dialects), cuc ‘substance to be sucked’ (Bible+), dial. ‘marrow’, 
ccem ‘to suck’ (Bible+), perhaps also tat ‘grandmother’ (widespread in the dialects) 
[see s.vv.], derived from PIE *geid- ‘to suck’ and/or *reta, cf. Lith. Zjsti, zídu ‘to 
suck’, OEngl. titt, Engl. teat, Germ. Zitze, etc. [Jahukyan 1967: 133142, 174, 17430, 
182, 302; 1982: 61, 2179; 1987: 153, 196, 593]. For the comparison with the 
Germanic, see already Bugge 1890: 85. 

For similar “Lallwörter” in Caucasian languages, see HAB 2: 471b; Jahukyan 
1987: 593, 608. 

If the final -d in Hamsen gov-jud ‘green lizard’ (cf. kov-cuc, lit. ‘cow-sucker’) is 
reliable (see s.v. kov-a-diac‘ ‘a lizard’), one can regard the proto-form *cut as an 
intermediary between cic/cuc and tit (cf. also the above-mentioned PIE *geid- ‘to 
suck’). 

Note also CunLuw. titan- n. ‘(weibliche) Brust, Zitze (bei Tieren)’, titant(i)- 
*sáugend', on which see Starke 1990: 229-230. It is uncertain whether there is any 
connection between Arm. fitan ‘nurse’ and the Luwian words. Further, see s.v. 
*tat(a) ‘grandmother; midwife’. 


titan, a-stem (with no evidence for the declension class) ‘nurse’ (in Plato and Grigor 
Magistros); titani, ea- stem (AbIPI i titaneac' in Plato) ‘wet-nurse’; titanem ‘to 
nurse, nurture’ and fitanean dayeak ‘nurturing nurse’ (Grigor Magistros). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 4: 409b) asks: “Made from Gr. tity, tızdiov ‘nurse’?” Note 
also «vg "d". 

For a further discussion, see s.v. tit ‘bosom’ (q.v.). If there was also a verbal *tit- 

‘to nurture’ (cf. Luw. *tit(a)ii- “säugen’, titan- n. ‘(weibliche) Brust, Zitze (bei 
Tieren)’, titant(i)- ‘säugend’, etc. [Starke 1990: 229-230]), one might interpret tit-an 
as a deverbative noun with the suffix -an. 
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tiw, GDLocSg fu-anj-ean, LocSg i tuanjean, i tu-e (Bible+); later o-stem: ISg taw-o-v 
(Zamagirk‘) ‘day’ (Bible-); tuanjean ‘morning’ (Hexaemeron); tuanjen-akan 
‘daily’ (Philo, Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.), tuanjen-ayin ‘daily’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.39 
[1913=1991: 165""°], etc.). 

Frequently: i tue ew i giseri “at day and at night" in the Bible (see Astuacaturean 
1895: 1157-58) and the following literature, e.g. in — Yovhan 
Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i, 5"/7" cent. [2003: 1159b'^] (mist i tue ew i giseri layi 
andadar “I always cried, at day and at night continuously"); Movses 
Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 1.21 (V. Afak'elyan 1983: 701"). 
eETYM From PIE *dieus “heaven, day, Sky-God’: Skt. NSg dyáuh, AccSg dyam, 
LocSg dyavi, divi ‘heaven; Sky God, Father Sky; day’, diva ‘by day’, Gr. Zeüc, voc. 
Zev, gen. Aı(F)óç, dat.loc. Aı(p)i, dat. also Aıpei, acc. Ziv, etc., Lat. dies, ei m. ‘day’, 
in diem ‘each day’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 498; HAB 4: 410 with lit.; Pokorny 
1959: 185; Mallory/Adams 1997: 149b. 

For a discussion of tu(a)njean, the final -w and other issues, see Charpentier 
1909: 252-253; Meillet 1936: 85; Pisani 1950: 183; Godel 1975: 35; Jahukyan 1982: 
123; Kortlandt 1984a: 100; 1989: 49 = 2003: 47, 93; Clackson 1994: 140, 163, 
21337; Olsen 1999: 176; Beekes 2003: 161, 164, 203-204; Matzinger 2005: 84. It is 
tempting to derive tuanjean from PArm. *tiw-ini- < *diu-(e)n-i- in a way comparable 
to cognate formations in *-n- as Hitt. Siu-n(i)-, Siuniia- ‘divine’, etc. (for a 
discussion of these forms, see Watkins 1974: 104ff; Neu 1974: 122ff; Starke 1990: 
167551). 

The derivation of Arm. di-k‘ ‘god’ (q.v.) from this PIE word (O. Haas 1940: 104) 
is untenable, although a contamination is possible (cf. the epenthetic -w- in diw-c “-). 
For possible traces of PArm. *Tiw ‘Sky-god’, see s.vv. ciacan ‘rainbow’, katin 
‘acorn’. Further, see s.v. *ti ‘day’. 


tot, i-stem: GDSg to?-i in Aristakés Lastivertc‘i (11^ cent.) and Yovhannés Erznkac‘i, 
ISg to#-i-w in Grigor Narekac‘i (10-11" cent.) ‘line, rank; row of pearls, people, 
words, etc.’ (John Chrysostom etc.); totem ‘to line up, align, organize in rows, plait 
together’, said of e.g. alöt‘s ‘prayers’, araspels ‘mythic stories’, bans ‘words’, etc. 
(Agat‘angetos, Eusebius of Caesarea, Severian of Gabala, etc.). 

For attestations and a semantic analysis, see Alayan 1974: 139-140. 

eDIAL Mus, Alaëkert roi Axalc'xa, Ararat tof, Suc‘ava dof ‘line’; Nor Naxijewan 
*toł ‘ruler (for drawing straight lines)’; Bulanox, C‘arsanéag fof ‘necklace’ [HAB 4: 
418b]. 
eETYM Since Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 2: 28) and Pedersen (1906: 372 = 1982: 150), 
connected with OHG zala, Germ. Zahl, Olc. tal ‘Zahl; Erzählung’, Engl. tale, etc. 
(see also Pokorny 1959: 193). Alayan (1974: 138-140) connects these Armenian and 
Germanic forms with Arm. ta? ‘poem; song, melody; epic song’ (q.v.) and stresses 
the semantic identity of to? with Saxon toel, talu ‘row’. Aéatyan (1908: 122b; HAB 
4: 418) links to? with Georg. t’olo, t’oli ‘equal, resembling’ and assumes a common 
borrowing from an unattested Urartian source form. On this see, however, Alayan 
1974: 138-140. 
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*tor ‘neck’. 
eDIAL A dialectal word recorded only in the (sub)dialect of Axta/Hrazdan, as 
informed by Sofia Aéaryan, the wife of H. Ačatyan (see HAB 4: 6582). Used only in 
phrases: tora lc'vel é “his neck is thickened (lit. filled)"; tora hastac rel é “he has 
thickened his neck". 

Sofia Acafyan was a native speaker of the Axta/Hrazdan (sub)dialect [G. 
Step'anyan 1976: 84], and sometimes provided her husband with unique dialectal 
words (see e.g. A¢afHLPatm 2, 1951: 388). 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 658a) connects with Lat. dorsum, i n. "back: slope of a 
hill, ridge’, for the semantic shift comparing with s/ni ‘neck’ : ‘face’ (Hamsen), 
“upper-back’ (Bulanox), q.v. For more examples, see s.vv. oin ‘spine, back’, uln 
‘neck’, and 3.7.2. Lat. dorsum has been interpreted as *d-h,orso- (see Adams apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 88b), see s.v. or ‘rump’. See also s.v. tac ‘care, nourishment, 
remedy, cultivation’. 


torn, ‘pestle’ (Nerses Lambronac‘i); sand-a-tofn or sand-i-tofn, ISg sanditoram-b 
(Carontir) ‘pestle of mortar’ attested in Proverbs 23.31 (rendering Gr. dzepov 
‘pestle’), Evagrius of Pontus, Carontir. 
eETYM See s.v. targal ‘spoon’. 


torn,, an-stem: ISg toram-b, NPI torun-k', AP] torun-s (Biblet+); z-toran-e (Hamam 
Arewelc‘i, 9" cent.) ‘rope, cord, noose’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Mus, Bulanox for ‘leash, lead tied to a dog’ [HAB 4: 421b; Melik‘ean 1964: 
538b], Ala&kert, R&tunik* for ‘id.’ [Amatuni 1912: 634a]. 
eETYM Usually derived from *dor(b")-n-, cf. Skt. drbháti ‘to tie together, tie in a 
bundle’, darbha- m. ‘tuft of grass, bunch of grass’, OHG zerben ‘to turn about’, etc., 
Petersson 1916: 258-259; Pokorny 1959: 211-212; Jahukyan 1967: 62, cf. 136; 
1987: 118; Mallory/Adams 1997: 607a; Olsen 1999: 140, 839. For a further 
discussion on the PIE etymon, see Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 703-704. 

Alayan 1974: 149 derives torn from PIE *der- ‘to flay’ (see s.v. terem ‘to flay’) 
but reconstructs *dorb"n-, thus confusing it with the above etymon. The derivation 
of tor-n ‘rope’ < ‘*leather rope’ from QIE *dor- (cf. Gr. dopa f. ‘flayed skin’, óopóc 
m. *leather sack’, etc.) is plausible. For the final -n, see 2.2.1.3. 


torg ‘*wooden framework’: torg sardi ostayni ‘weaving or framework of spider-web’ 
in Hexaemeron, where torg renders Gr. pagua ‘weaving, fabric’ (K. Muradyan 
1984: 18975 glossed in 377b). 
@DIAL Larabat and Larak‘ilisa (= Kirovakan-Vanajor) *torg ‘wooden framework on 
which rug is woven’ [HAB 4: 422b]; Goris tork', törk‘ (Margaryan 1975: 367b, 
485b). A textual illustration is found in a story by Aksel Bakunc‘, native of Goris 
(Bakunc‘ 1, 1976: 176): mankamard mi aljik tork'i araj gorg er gorcum “a young 
girl was weaving a rug in front of the loom (tork‘)”. For more details on Zangezur 
tork‘, see Lisic'yan 1969: 158-159. A textual illustration from Tavuš folklore can be 
found in Xemé'yan 2000: 173b", glossed in 299a. Samaxi folk shows unclear 
sound developments [Batramyan 1964: 42, 63, 228]. 

In the dictionary of Koylaw (Venice, 1889) one finds torg ‘a cylindrical wood 

used for lifting heavy things' [HAB 4: 422b]. 
eETYM See s.v. targal ‘spoon’. 
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*torm ‘group of ships, fleet’, only in naw-a-torm, with naw ‘ship’ (Philo), naw-a- 
torm-il (Philo), torm-it and naw-a-torm-it ‘id.’ (Eusebius of Caesarea). 
eETYM See s.v. tarm ‘flock of birds’. 


top‘em ‘to beat with a beetle’ (Eusebius of Caesarea), ‘to beet with feet’ (Yovhannes 
Erznkac‘i), fp'el (Yaysmawurk‘); top'an, a-stem (ISg top‘an-a-w) ‘beetle for 
beating clothes’ (Eusebius of Caesareat); top ‘ics, a-stem (IPI top ‘¢‘-a-w-k’‘) ‘id.’ 
(Géorg vardapet Skewrac‘i, 13" cent., Cilicia). 
eDIAL The verb has been preserved in Sebastia, AlaSkert, Axalc‘xa, Ararat, Larabat, 
Van, Moks, in the form Zu em ‘to beat’. The noun top‘an is present in Mus, 
meaning ‘beetle for beating the roof to make it flat? [HAB 4: 431b]. 
eETYM Compared with Gr. dégw, óéyo ‘to stamp, knead’, SCr. dépati ‘to butt, 
slay’, Pol. deptać ‘to tread’ [Petersson 1916: 285; HAB 4: 431b; Jahukyan 1987: 
118]. According to Clackson (1994: 224,1), the etymology is not completely 
certain. For the problem of the aspirated p ' in the neighbourhood of *s, see Clackson 
1994: 100, 2226s; cf. also op ‘i ‘poplar’ (see Witczak 1991). One should also take 
into account the possibility of an onomatopoeic word; see Jahukyan 1987: 319, 
introducing, albeit with reservation, Luw. dup(p)i- ‘to beat’. Perhaps related with 
tap ' ‘earth, ground’. 

For the formation of top -an, see Clackson 1994: 112, 224, 1». 


tuar ‘neat, cattle’, see s.v. tawn ‘feast’. 


tun, an-stem: GDSg tan, LocSg. i tan, AblSg i tan-e, ISg tam-b, GDPI tan-c ‘, IPl tam- 
b-k‘ ‘house; stanza; family, tribe; land, region’ (Bible+); tan-i-k‘, pl. tant. ea-stem: 
acc. tani-s, loc.-all. i tani-s, gen.-dat. tane-a-c', instr. tane-a-w-k' ‘roof’ (Biblet+); 
antani, ea-stem: GDSg antanw-o-y, GDPI antane-a-c ' ‘domestic; family’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The word tun is ubiquitous in the dialects; tani-k‘ is present in several 
dialects, in some of them reflecting a frozen API tanis or coll. *tanear [HAB 4: 
428b]; antani(k‘) is found in a number of dialects, in euphemistic usage for ‘wife’ 
[HAB 2: 132a]. 
eETYM From PIE *dom, gen. dém-s ‘house’: Skt. dám-, GPl dam-am, GSg *dám-s 
in patir dan ‘master of the house’, Av. dam-, GSg dang, LocSg dom, YAv. LocSg 
dqmi ‘house’, Gr. d@ n. ‘house’, d@ua n. ‘house, temple’, deo-z0ty¢ ‘master of the 
house, lord’ (cf. Skt. dam-pati-, Av. dang pati-); cf. also Skt. dama- m. ‘house’, Gr. 
óóuoc m. ‘house, room’, Lat. domus f. ‘house, household’, OCS dom» ‘house’, etc. 
Klaproth 1831: 101b; NHB 2: 891b; Hiibschmann 1883: 53; 1897: 498; HAB 4: 
427-428 with lit; Pokorny 1959: 198; Szemerényi 1977: 95-96; Mayrhofer EWAia 
1, 1992: 697, 699; Mallory/Adams 1997: 281b. 

From *dom-o- or the like we would have Arm. *tum. One therefore derives Arm. 
tun from nom. *dom or acc. *dom-m. Unlike Greek, Armenian has generalized *-n 
(from *-m) throughout the paradigm. Compare jiwn, jean ‘snow’ vs. Gr. xı®v, -Ovog 
‘snow’. For a discussion, see Schmalstieg 1980; Schmitt 1981: 51; Kortlandt 1985: 
21, 23 = 2003: 65, 67; SaradZeva 1986: 244, 282; Stempel 1993 < 1987: 150-151; 
Ravnes 1991: 99-100; Clackson 1994: 137; Olsen 1999: 134; Beekes 2003: 157, 
168; Matzinger 2005: 21-22;j08, 71323, 72326. For a further discussion of the 
declension, see s.vv. jiwn ‘snow’, Sun ‘dog’. 

See also s.v. tamal ‘roof’. 
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t-k‘un ‘awake, sleepless’ (Grigor Tat‘ewac‘1, 14-15" cent.), t-k‘nim ‘to be awake, 
sleepless’ (Bible+), t-k‘n-ut‘iwn ‘sleeplessness’ (Bible+), adv. fk'n-abar (John 
Chrysostom), etc. [NHB 2: 900bc; Astuacaturean 1895: 1475c]. 
eDIAL Hacon ddg‘g‘un ‘awake, sleepless’ [HAB 4: 592b]; Svedia dk ‘nil ‘to be 
awake, sleepless’ [Andreasyan 1967: 386a]. 
eETYM Composed of the privative prefix t- and k‘un ‘sleep’ (q.v.). 


C“ 


e‘ax, o-stem: ISg c 'ax-o-v several times in Geoponica (13" cent.); i-stem: ISg c ‘ax-i-w 
in Nersés Palienc‘ (14" cent.) ‘fresh branch with leaves’ (Geoponica, Nersés 
Palienc‘, *BZ&karan jioy” [C‘ugaszyan 1980: 128-?]), ‘a kind of tree, maple [NHB 
2: 904b] or ash [HAB 4: 446a] ; c'axem ‘to harrow’ in Xosrov Anjewac‘i [NHB 2: 
904c]; c'ax-ut ‘brushwood’ in Geoponica [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 401a]. On c'agan 
‘harrow’ (Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i), see below. Dial. c*ax ‘branch; firewood; brushwood’, 
c'ak* ‘a thorny plant; harrow’. 

In Bargirk' hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 318), c‘ax is represented in three meanings: 
(1) a coniferous tree, probably ‘fir, spruce’: carn mar <...> kam elewin, (2) 
‘brushwood, woods, forest’: mac ‘ar, kam antar, (3) ‘fuel (firewood)’: vareli. 

A thorny place in the Goris region called C‘ak‘ut is mentioned in Step'anos 

Orbelean (A. A. Abrahamyan 1986: 226). On corroborative dialectal evidence, see 
below. 
@DIAL c‘ax : Van, Alaskert, Ararat ‘brushwood, small dry branches broken off from 
trees or bushes and used as firewood’ [Amatuni 1912: 640a]; HamSen ‘brushwood, 
bush; a shrub and the broom made of it’; T‘iflis ‘dry branches’; Ararat ‘firewood’; 
Larabat, Seoleoz (Nikomidia) ‘bush or branches for silkworm’ (note the Georgian 
semantics below); Binkean (Sebastia, Tevrik region) ‘leaves of juniper used as 
fodder’; Zeyt'un c ‘ox, c ‘ox ‘leaf, especially of vine’ [Acarean 1913: 1051a; HAB 4: 
447a]; Svedia c ‘tix ‘twigs to be burnt in sunk oven’ [Acaryan 2003: 589]. 

A compound: Van, Mus, Bulanox, Alaskert, Širak, Aparan, Ararat *c‘ax-awel 
‘broom made of branches’ [Amatuni 1912: 640]. Agulis c 7ávil shows an 
exceptional and unexplained sound change -x- : -7- (Aéafean 1935: 108, 393). This 
may probably be explained by contamination with jah "a kindling oily stick, torch’, 
cf. T‘iflis, Samaxi ca? [HAB 4: 119b; Balramyan 1964: 223] The same 
contamination may also explain the hushing č- in Larabal cxévül, perhaps also 
Georg. č'axi vs. c^axi ‘branches of mulberry for silkworm’; cf. also Georg. c"axe ‘a 
bush, OpımnHka’ (see HAB 4: 447a). 

Derivative: Hamsen (c'axud), Trapizon *c‘ax-ut ‘woods, forest’ [Acarean 1913: 
1051b; HAB 4: 4472], also ‘mountain’ (see 3.4.1). On c'ax-an, see below. 

c'ak*. Larabat (c‘äk” in HAB 4: 447a and 452a, but c'ak' in Davt‘yan 1966: 
487), Laradat, Agulis, Lori ‘thorn; a thorny shrub, the branches of which are used 
for making hedges’ [HAB 4: 447a]; Van, Mus, Bulanox, Sip‘an, Aparan ‘harrow 
made of thorny bushes or tree-branches' [Amatuni 1912: 642a]; Moks c'ak? 
*Gopona u3 xBopocta’ (Orbeli 2002: 338; a textual illustration in 63", Russ. transl. 
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138); Larabal, Lazax, Lori, etc. c'ak*-i ‘a thorny wild plant, Paliurus aculeatus’ 
[HAB 4: 447a]. 

Larabat c‘ak‘-an (c‘äk”än, Davt'yan 1966: 487) ‘harrow made of thorny bushes 
or tree-branches’ [Amatuni 1912: 642a] (this word, in variants c‘ak‘an and c‘axan, 
is recorded in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1067b). Satax cäk’än presupposes an older 
c‘agan, which is corroborated by an attestation in Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, 14-15" cent. 
[HAB 4: 446a]. Moks has c‘ak’än [Orbeli 2002: 337]. This -g- vs. -k- : -x- is 
unclear. Note also Xotorjur *c ‘agi ‘a thorny shrub’ [YuSamXotorj 1964: 516a]. 

Larabal Lazax, Lori c‘ak‘-at 'branch-cutter = c'ak' + hat- ‘to cut’; Mus, 
Bulanox, Aparan, Sip‘an, Larabat c*ak*el ‘to harrow’ (cf. Moks c ‘ak il 'Goponumb', 
Orbeli 2002: 338); Larabal, Lazax, Sirak c‘ak‘-ut ‘place abounding in thorny 
bushes’ [Amatuni 1912: 642]. The latter is also a place-name on the river Orotan: 
C'ak*ut [Amatuni 1912: 642b]. This is identical with the above-mentioned C'ak*ut 
attested in Step‘anos Orbelean (see HayTelBar 5, 2001: 155b). Also in Tavus, 
€ 'ak'ut refers to ‘brushwood’ or ‘woods’. Textual illustrations can be found in fairy- 
tales from HZHek‘ 6, 1973; for instance: maer tan tak ‘i c 'ak'utamo vaz-vaz a anam : 
“(she) is running to and fro in the c ‘ak‘ut which is in front of our house" (492-5) 

A compound with the copula u ‘and’: Ararat, Borc'alu (Lori) c‘ax-u-c‘ak‘ ‘dry 
branches’ [Amatuni 1912: 640b]. 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde [Boetticher] 1850: 363'?9* 1854: 23. 
Hübschmann 1883: 53; 1897: 499), compared with Skt. sakha- f. (RV+) ‘branch, 
twig’; Sogd. (Man.) s’yh ‘branch’, Oss. sagoj/sagojne ‘hay-fork’, sag ‘deer’ (< 
*saka- lit. ‘forked, having branches’, see Cheung 2002: 222; see also s.v. 
xac'eneak); Goth. f. hoha ‘plough’; Lith. saka ‘branch’, saké ‘fork, pitchfork, 
dungfork’; Russ. soxa ‘(wooden) plough’, ORuss. soxd ‘stake, club, brace, plough’, 
Pol. socha ‘two-pronged fork’, Czech socha ‘statue, sculpture’, Bulg. soxá ‘stick 
with a fork’, Sin. sóha ‘pole with a cross-beam’, SCr. soha ‘stick with a fork’, Slk. 
socha ‘column’, etc. (see also Pokorny 1959: 523; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 628; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 80a). 

Since PIE *K regularly yields Arm. s, here one has assumed a QIE SEI. (perhaps 
secondary, through assimilatory influence of the *-kH- in the root) or *sk-, with s- 
mobile (for a discussion, see Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 1: 288-289; Pedersen 1905: 
204-205 = 1982: 66-67; Petersson 1920: 98) or *ks- (Meillet 1936: 36). The fricative 
-x points to *-k- + *-H-, see Kortlandt 1976: 91 = 2003: 1; Lubotsky 1989: 56; 
Beekes 2003: 202 (see also 2.1.18.1). Lubotsky (1988: 104) reconstructs PIE 
*kok”-eh>-, gen. *kok"”-h>-os. Skt. -kh- and Arm. -x have resulted from 
generalization of the oblique stem. Sceptical: Elbourne 2005: 10-11. For a 
discussion, see also Ravnes 1991: 128-129. 

As we have seen in the dialectal section, both c‘ak‘ and c‘ax are widespread in 
Armenian dialects. One of the meanings of the former is ‘harrow’ (compare ‘plough’ 
in Slavic and Gothic). The doublet -&' : -x (cf. Jahukyan 1987: 130, 253) points to an 
archaic distribution between the nominative and oblique stems of the original 
paradigm: PIE nom. *kök-eh>-, gen. *Kk-h;-ós. The PArm. paradigm was as follows: 
nom. *sókd-, gen. *c ‘axö- (from *K'axó- [with assimilation, see above] < *K,k-h>-ös, 
with an anaptyctic shwa in the cluster) > > *c'ak': *c‘ax. Then these forms have 
been generalized into two forms with a semantic contrast: c‘ax ‘branch; firewood; 
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brushwood’, c‘ak‘ ‘a thorny plant; harrow’. If one prefers the solution with s- 
mobile: PIE nom. *sKók-eh;-, gen. *(s)&,k-h;-ós > PArm. nom. *c ‘ökä-, gen. *saxó- 
>> *c'ak': *c'ax. The s-mobile has been lost in the initial cluster of the genitive, 
but Armenian has restored it from the nominative. 


‘ac, o-stem (GDSg c 'ac-o-y in John Chrysostom), according to NHB 2: 904c also i- 


stem (but there is only GDSg c ‘ac-i in Sargis Snorhali, 12^ cent., which points to 
either i- or a-stem) ‘low; modest, moderate, obedient’ (Bible+); c‘acnum (aor. 
c‘aceay) ‘to become low; to subside; to cease, become calm’; c‘ac-un ‘modest, 
calm’ (Bible+; on this derivative, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 257,6; Olsen 1999: 602, 
604), o-stem: GDSg c‘acn-o-y in Eusebius of Caesarea, John Chrysostom, GDPI 
c 'acn-o-c ‘in John Chrysostom. 

eDIAL The form c ‘ac is widespread in the dialects (mostly ka-group, but also Ararat, 
Salmast). In Van-group, T‘iflis, Ararat: c 'acr, analogically after barjr ‘high’. Marala 
distinguishes between c'ac adv. ‘low’ and c ‘dnjar ‘low; modest [HAB 4: 447b]. 
Polis has c ‘aj and the verb c 'aznal, 1sg.aor. c‘acca [Aéatean 1941: 142, 144, 245]. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 287) compares Arm. c'acnum with Lat. cado, 
cadere ‘to fall (down, from); to die, perish, end, close’, Skt. sad- ‘to fall out; to 
decay’ (perf. sasada, fut. satsyanti), parna-sada- m. ‘fall of leaves’ (see Mayrhofer 
EWAia 2, 1996: 607, without Iranian and Armenian). Aéatyan (HAB 4: 447b) is 
sceptical since, as he explicitly states, one expects Arm. *sat or *sac. This is not 
decisive since the Proto-Armenian form can be explained by a form with s-mobile 
(see Mladenov 1937: 100; Jahukyan 1987: 130). 

In order to explain the affricate -c- of the Armenian form, Scheftelowitz (1bid.) 
posits *kad-yo-, which is accepted in Pokorny 1959: 516; Illié-Svityé 1971: 349; 
Jahukyan 1982: 61; 1987: 130 (sceptical: Klingenschmitt 1982: 258,5). However, *- 
dy- would yield Arm. -c- rather than -c- (see 2.1.22.1). A better solution would be to 
envisage a sigmatic aorist formation *-d-s- (cf. Jahukyan 1982: 185). 

The Indo-European root is reconstructed as *ķehzd-, with loss of the laryngeal in 
Aryan (see Lubotsky 1981: 134). If this is accepted, Lat. cado reflects *kh2d- 
[Schrijver 1991: 100]. The Proto-Armenian form would go back then to QIE sigm. 
aor. *sk(e)h.d-s-. 

See also s.v. satak ‘corpse’. 

Olsen (1999: 772, 8024s, 966), with reservation, derives Arm. c'ac from *(h)uti- 
hk" V-tio- or the like, assuming dissimilation from *c‘ac‘, cf. Skt. ava- ‘off, away, 
down’, Gr. adorog ‘in vain’, Goth. aupja ‘desert’. This is gratuitous. 


c'amak*, a-stem: GDSg c'amak -i, LocSg i c'amak -i, ISg c'amak -a-w (no evidence 


for the plural) ‘dry; earth, dry land’ (Bible); c*amak*im ‘to grow dry’ (Bible+). On 
the denominative verb c*mk*-, smk*- ‘to grow dry; to shrivel, shrink? (MidArm. and 
dialects), see below. 

A few textual illustrations for the two meanings: 

In Job 24.19: Erewesc ‘i tunk noc 'a i veray c 'amak' erkri “May their plants appear 
on dried-out earth" ` davapavein ĝè tà portà aDtÓv éri yc Enpa (Cox 2006: 171). 

In Genesis 1.10 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 146): Ew koc'eac' Astuac zc'amak"n erkir : 
kai ékáAeoev ó eog mv Enpav yfjv. 
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In Jonah 1.9 (Weitenberg 1992a: 10): Asé c‘nosa. caráy tearn em es, ew zter 
astuac erknic' pastem or arár zcov ew zc'amak' ` kai eimev npög abroüg AobAoc 
kupíoo yœ Ei Kai tov küpiov ÜeÓv tod otpavod Zë oEßouaı, ç Enoinosv mu 
Uddacoay Kai thy énpáv. 

An illustration for the verb c'amak'im from Genesis 8.14 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 
180): c 'amak'ec ‘aw erkir : é&gpávó ý yn. 
eDIAL The noun c 'amak' is ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 4: 448b], mainly in the 
meaning ‘dry’ [Amatuni 1912: 640b; Aéarean 1913: 1051-1052]. 

A denominative verb is found both with initial c - and s-: Nor Naxijewan c mk ‘il, 
Polis c'amk'il, Hamsen c'omk'us ‘to grow dry’ [HAB 4: 448b], Mu$, Alaskert 
c mk ‘il ‘to shrivel, shrink from fear’, Širak smk‘il ‘id.’ [Amatuni 1912: 594], Polis, 
Larabat *smk‘il ‘to grow dry’, Arabkir, Ewdokia ‘to shrivel, shrink’, etc. [Acarean 
1913: 975b]. In Grigoris, a 13"-century medical writer, we find both smk“ and 
c 'mk'- ‘to grow dry’, in both cases said of a breast’ (see MijHayBar 2, 1992: 333b, 
404b). The desaffrication of c - into s- in the initial cluster is conceivable, and I see 
no solid reason to follow Acaryan (HAB 4: 234-235) in separating smk'im (q.v.) 
from c 'amak '. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde (1854: 19-65 and others (Bugge 1889: 18; Pedersen 
1905: 204 = 1982: 66), Arm. c'amak' is interpreted as composed of the suffixal 
element -k‘ (from IE *-k- or *-tu-) and a root which is cognate with Skt. ksam- f. 
‘earth, surface of the earth’, NSg ksás, GAbISg jm-ás and gm-ás, ksamd ‘on the 
floor’, dual-dvandva dyává-ksámá ‘heaven and earth’, MPers. zamik ‘earth’, Gr. 
XÜOv, gen. xVovog ‘earth’, yauaí ‘on the earth’, Hitt. tekan n. ‘earth’, Toch. A tkam 
‘earth’, B kem ‘earth’ (< PToch. *tken-, Adams 1999: 192), Lat. humus f. ‘earth, 
soil, ground’ (for the vocalism cf. Schrijver 1991: 204), Lith. zémé ‘earth, land’, 
OCS zemlja “earth, land’, Czech zeme, etc. (Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 424-425; 
Derksen 1996: 63-64; for the Vedic inflection, see Kuiper 1942: 86-91 [246-251 ]). 

The initial cluster rather represents a *d'é"- (see Euler 1979: 167; Beekes 1995: 
133-134). In Armenian, PIE *^$"- and *tk- merged into a c - (cf. Klingenschmitt 
1982: 191, 19135, operating with *ó"p and *kp), see also s.v. c 'in ‘kite’. Compare, 
however, jukn ‘fish’ (q.v.). 

This PIE word is an old HD m-stem: nom. *d'ég"-öm (Hitt. tēkan, Skt. ksa-s, Gr. 
xdov), acc. *d'ó'-ém-m (Gr. yóóv-a, Lith. Zém-é), gen. *d'g"-m-ös (Hitt. takn-aš, 
Skt. jm-ás, Gr. yJov-dc), see Beekes 1995: 178. Skt. ksamd and Gr. yauaí are 
derived from an ending-less locative lge ch 2 of a h;collective/abstract 
formation, probably via a Lindeman-variant *d"g'mmeh; (see Hajnal 1992, 
especially 213-217, 21537). 

According to Klingenschmitt (1982: 19135; see also Olsen 1999: 71, 776-777), 
Arm. c 'amak', a-stem may be derived from *"bma-ko/a- ‘auf der Erde befindlich’; 
for the suffix, see Jahukyan 1987: 232; Olsen 1999: 71147, 852-854. I would prefer a 
form QIE *d'g"mm-eh>-k-eh;-, with coll. -k‘. The collective nature of the word is 
corroborated by the fact that no plural forms are attested. 

On the other hand, Arm. c'amak' has been linked with Skt. ksama- *versengt, 
ausgedérrt’, ksámavant- ‘verbrannt, verkohlt’ (YV+), etc. (on which see Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 430), with or without the words for ‘earth’, Bugge, Pedersen (see 
references above); Hübschmann 1897: 499; Pokorny 1959: 624; Jahukyan 1987: 
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133, 176, 259, 462 (with hesitation). They usually reconstruct initial *ks-. However, 
*ks- would probably yield Arm. c^, see s.v. Cr ‘dried fruit’, &'or ‘dry’ (cf. Gr. 
éepov ‘terra firma’, Enpdc¢ ‘dry; withered’, Skt. ksara- ‘caustic, pungent, saline’, etc.) 
and 2.1.12. 

Acafyan (HAB 4: 448) rejects the IE origin of Arm. c ‘amak‘ and treats it as a 
Semitic loanword, cf. Hebrew smq ‘to dry’, etc. This is less probable. 

I conclude that Arm. c‘amak‘ ‘dry; earth, dry land’ derives from the PIE word for 
‘earth’ (cf. Skt. ksam-, MPers. zamik, Gr. xcv, Hitt. tekan, etc.). The only difficulty 
is that the semantic development ‘dry’ > ‘dry land, earth’ is more probable than the 
opposite one. However, this is a minor problem and may have resulted from a 
secondary association (cf. Skt. ksamá- *versengt, ausgedörrt’). 


c‘ayem ‘to rinse’, MidArm. according to Norayr (HAB 4: 449a). 

eDIAL Nor Naxijewan, C'enkiler (Nikomidia), St'anoz, Xarberd, Sivrihisar c ‘ayel 
‘to rinse’ (according to Amatuni 1912: 553b, also in Van); Baberd, Sebastia c 'ay-u- 
k‘ ‘rinsed water’. In Axalk‘alak‘ and Alek'sandrapol (Leninakan, now Gyumri), 
c 'ayel ‘to walk coquettishly’ [HAB 4: 449a]. 

eETYM No etymology in HAB 4: 449a. M. Alabekyan (1980: 159-162) links c 'ayem 
with Lat. skated ‘to gush out, to jump up (of water out of a well)’, etc., see s.v. 
c 'aytem ‘to sprinkle, spray, strew, splash (on)’. 


c‘aytem ‘to sprinkle, spray, strew, splash (on) (4 Kings 9.33, Dawit‘ Anyalt‘), ‘to 
sparkle, twinkle, flash’ (Nersés Lambronac‘i, 11" cent.); c'ayt-k* pl. ‘splash, spray’ 
(Canon Law); c‘ayt-uk ‘splash, spray’ (Nerses Lambronac‘i, 11" cent.); c*ayt-umn 
‘splash, spray; sparkle, flash’ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i /5™ cent./, etc.). With aspirated dental 
stop: c‘ayt‘- ‘to (be)sprinkle’ (Yovhannes Vanandec‘i Benik Vardapet, Nerses 
Snorhali, etc.), ‘to sparkle, flash’ (Eli$e), ‘to shine, rise (said of the sun)’ 
(Geoponica, etc.); without -y-: MidArm. c‘at‘el ‘to rise (said of the sun)’, c‘at‘il, 
aor. c‘at‘ec ‘ay ‘to rise (of the sun); to ray, radiate, send out shine or reflection’ 
[MijHayBar 2, 1992: 401a]. In Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i (15" cent.): c‘at“-k-el ‘to 
jump down’ [MijHayBar 2, 1992: 401a]. 

In 4 Kings 9.33: c'aytec'aw yarené nora zormovk'n ew zjiovk'n : &ppavriodn 100 
aluatoc ABTS POS TOV TOIXOV Kal IPOS toc inmovs. 
eDIAL The verb c 'a(y)t- (with non-aspirated -t-) has been preserved in the dialect of 
Ewdokia: c'atel. Beside the forms with initial c - (Sebastia c'at el, etc., there are 
also forms pointing to initial c-, Polis jat‘il, Zeyt‘un cet'il, Svedia j ‘id ‘il ‘to rise (of 
the sun); to shine’, etc. These forms reflect MidArm. cat‘il (attested in Kostandin 
Erznkac‘i), which, according to Acaryan (HAB 4: 449b; Aécaryan 2003: 130, 422), is 
a blend of c'ayt- ‘to jump’ and cag- ‘to rise (of the sun)’. Alternatively, one may 
assume a metathesis of aspiration: c 'ayt- > cayt'- with a subsequent assimilation to 
Cour, 

The basic meaning may be described as *‘to jump (said of water and light)’. 
eETYM Linked with Lat. skated ‘to gush out, jump up (of water out of a well)’, Lith. 
skasti (skantu, skataü) ‘to jump’, etc. (Meillet apud HAB 4: 449b; see also 
Alabekyan 1980: 159-162); on the vocalism of the Baltic (*skot-) and Latin 
(possibly *sket-) forms, see Schrijver 1991: 432), and, on the other hand 
(Dervischjan 1877: 47), with Skt. skandati ‘to leap, spring, fall off, Lat. scando ‘to 
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climb, mount, ascend’, Mlr. scendid ‘to jump’, etc., see s.v. sandut-k‘ ‘ladder, 
stairs’. None of the etymologies is formally satisfying. One might assume that 
PArm. *c'at'- and *c'a(n)t- have produced c ‘ayt/t‘- through influence of *c ‘ayem 
from *skot-é-mi, with *-o- > -a- in the pretonic open syllable. Note MidArm. and 
dial. c‘ayem ‘to rinse’ (see Alabekyan 1980: 159-162), q.v. 


c‘ank/g, o-stem: GDSg -o-y, ISg -o-v, GDPI ac" ‘hedge, fence’ (Bible+), ‘list, table 
of contents’ (Psalms, Movsés Xorenac‘i, see NHB 2: 908a); c‘ank/gem ‘to hedge, 
fence’ (Agat‘angetos, Philo, Ephrem, etc.). 
@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 1: 197-199; 4: 450b. In 1913: 1052b, 
however, Acaryan himself cites the verb *c'ankel ‘to fence’ in Akn (cf. *c'ankac 
partez ‘fenced garden’). The noun c ‘ank is found in an expression from Xian: *K 'o 
c‘ankn em kotrer, k‘o aygin em mter? “Have I broken your fence? Have I entered 
into your garden? [What a damage have I caused to you?]” (ibid. 90a), as well as in 
the dial. (the dialectal location not specified) compound *c ‘ank-a-cak-i ‘a small bird 
that can even pass through the holes of a fence’, as a synonym of Larabat ‘half- 
Turkish’ ¢ ‘ap ‘a-cak-e (see Aéarean 1913: 1052), probably to be read as c ‘ap ‘ar-cak- 
£e, with c'ap ar ‘fence’. 
eETYM Usually interpreted as c - ‘to’ + ank/g- ‘to fall’ and identified with c -ank/g 
‘always’ (cf. also y-ang ‘end’), thus: ‘hedge’ is seen as the end, edge, border (NHB 
2: 908a; HAB 1: 197-198; 4: 450b). Olsen (1999: 754) interprets the word as c- + 
*ank/e- < *pak/ó- (see Pokorny 1959: 787-788), which is improbable. Likewise 
improbable is the connection with Skt. sanku- m. ‘pointed peg’, etc. proposed by 
Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 287-288). 

The interpretation c'- ‘to’ + ank/g- ‘to fall’ is possible but not evident. I 
alternatively propose a connection with the Celtic-Germanic word for ‘hedge, 
fence’: MWelsh cae m. ‘hedge, fence, enclosure, field; clasp, brooch; chaplet, 
diadem, garland’, Late Cornish ke, British kae m. ‘hedge’, etc. < Late Proto-British 
*kai < PCelt. *kayio- < Pre-Celt. *kag"-; OEngl. hecge, MDutch hegghe, OHG 
hegga, hecka < WGerm. *hayjö, OEngl. haga ‘fence’, Olc. hagi n-stem ‘fenced 
land, meadow’ < *hayon (see Schrijver 1995: 306), OHG hagan ‘brier’, MHG 
hagen ‘fencing’ < PGerm. *hag-na-, probably also Welsh caen f. ‘Bedeckung, Haut’ 
< *kag'-na- (Pokorny 1959: 518).'*° The Armenian form may be derived from *s- 
kag"-no-. The oldest form is thus c'ang. We seem to be dealing with a European 
substratum word. 


c‘ankam or c‘ankanam ‘to long for, lust’ (Bible, Bank Kotbac‘i, etc.); c‘ank-ut‘iwn 
‘wish, lust, desire’ (Bible+), c'ank ‘lust’ (Philo). 
eDIAL Samaxi c ‘anganal ‘to long for’ [Batramyan 1964: 228], Xarberd c‘anganal 
‘to lust’, MuS c 'anguten ‘wish’ < c 'ank-ut'iwn [HAB 4: 450b]. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 4: 450b. 

One may wonder whether c 'ank(an)am is composed of the prefix c - and ankanim 

“to fall down’, which also means ‘to sin, prostitute" (q.v.). See also s.vv. ang-ti 
*prostitute' and c -ank *hedge, fence' (q.v.). 


30 The derivation from *kag"- ‘to catch, seize’ (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 199b, 564a) is not 
evident. 
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Crawl (Hexaemeron, Ephrem; dial.) c‘awt-un, o-stem: GDPI c‘oin-o-y (Bible+) 
‘stem, stalk; straw’. The form c ‘awt-un (spelled also as c ‘ofun) is more frequent in 
the literature (Bible, Agat‘angetos, Hexaemeron, etc.), whereas c 'awl/c ‘ot is attested 
only in Hexaemeron (see K. Muradyan 1984: 134-135) and Ephrem [HAB 4: 466b]. 
The semantic distribution of the two forms is represented in HAB as follows: c ‘awt 
‘stem, stalk’, c ‘awi-un ‘straw’. However, c ‘awiun can also mean ‘stalk’, as is clearly 
seen in Job 24.24 (Cox 2006: 172), where a reference is made to hask ‘ear of corn’ 
(= otayue ‘ear’) fallen off the stalk (c 'awlun = kalaun ‘stalk; stubble’); for the full 
passage, see s.v. hask ‘ear of corn’. Besides, dial. *c ‘of (see below) refers both to the 
stalk and straw. Consequently, the meaning of c'awb, c‘awl-un should be 
represented as ‘stem, stalk; straw’ indiscriminately. 
eDIAL In the dialects of Ararat, Van, Mus, Bulanox, Alaskert: *c ‘of ‘stalk; straw’ 
[HAB 4: 466b]. According to Aéaryan (1952: 49, 296), Van has both forms, with 
and without -un, namely c ‘ot and c ‘otun. Note also Moks c ‘of ‘millet-straw’, GSg 
c ‘ota’, NPI c ‘otir [Orbeli 2002: 339]. On the importance of the Van and Moks forms, 
see below. 
eETYM The evidence from the dialect of Van may be important as to the question of 
the original vocalism since it regularly distinguishes the ClArm. vowels 6 (= aw) 
and o, reflecting them as ə and o [wo], respectively (see Acaryan 1952: 38-39, 
48-49). As we saw above, the literary forms of the word for ‘stalk; straw’ show a 
fluctuation between 6 (= aw) and o. Aéaryan (op. cit. 49; see also 296) explicitly 
points out, that Van c ‘of and c stun, despite the fluctuation shown by their literary 
counterparts, always have an >. This implies that the spelling variant with the 6 (= 
aw), which is also better attested, 1s the original one. 

Next to the well-attested o-stem, c 'awlun also has an an-stem in Nelos (GDSg 
c 'otuan and ISg c ‘öluamb) [NHB 2: 922a]. For this ambiguity cf. srun-k‘ ‘shank’ (in 
Moks: ‘stubble’). The root of the latter word is *sru- (cf. Lat. crüs ‘shank’; note also 
sru-il ‘a kind of musical instrument’), so the suffix can be the same -un. Unlike 
c 'awtun (o-stem), srun-k‘ has an i-stem, which is perhaps due to contamination with 
(the Iranian cognate of) PIE *krüs-ni-, cf. Skt. sróni- f. (most in dual) ‘buttock, hip, 
loin’, YAv sraoni- f. ‘buttock, hip’, NPers. surün ‘buttock’; Lat. clinis ‘buttock, 
club, tail-bone’; Lith. šlaunis ‘hip, thigh’, etc. It may also have been a dual form. For 
the suffix cf. also kot‘ ‘stem, stalk; handle, shaft’ — kot‘-un ‘id.’; jot ‘log, pole’ — 
Jetun/jotun-k‘ ‘ceiling’ (q.v.). 

There is no evidence for the declension class of c ‘awt. The absence of -n- in the 
paradigm of Moks shows that the form c ‘5? did not have a nasal stem. 

I conclude that the original form is c‘awi, which, albeit poorly attested in the 
literature, is the basic form represented by the dialects; cawl-un is its derivative in 
the suffix -un, found in a number of semantically close words. 

No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 466b. Jahukyan (1967: 180) 
derives the word from PIE *kolH- ‘stubble’, cf. kalaun ‘stalk; stubble’, etc. (see 
Schrijver 1991: 327). The vocalism, however, does not suit, because the original 
Armenian form is c 'awl(un). One may consider a connection with *kehzulo-: Gr. 
katAóc m. ‘stem, pole’; Lat. caulis m. ‘stem (of a plant), stalk, cabbage’; Olr. cual f. 
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‘faggot, bundle of sticks’; Lith. káulas m. ‘bone’, Latv. katils m. "bone, stem’ (see 
Schrijver 1991: 268-269; on the suffix *-/o-, see Lubotsky 1988: 132).! 

The only problem with this etymology is the absence of the s-mobile, wich would 
explain the initial c - (instead of the expected k“). The same holds for Jahukyan’s 
etymology. In the latter case we are dealing with a PIE *K- rather than a *k-. This is 
not relevant here, however, since both *sk and *sk result in Arm. c‘. The PIE 
s-mobile is very unstable, thus we cannot rule out its postulation in c 'aw/(un) and 
some other words even 1f there are no traces of it in cognate languages (see also 
Jahukyan 1967: 177ff). Thus: QIE "(s)keh;u-lo- ‘stem (of a plant); bone’ > Arm. 
c‘awt ‘stem, stalk; straw’. We may be dealing with a Mediterranean-European 
substratum word. 


*c*er (dial.) ‘liquid excrements’; *c'er-d- ‘id.’, probably also “placenta, menstruation’ 
or the like (> ‘miscarriage, misbirth’). 
eDIAL The dialectal word c ‘er (recorded already in DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1067bc) 
is present in Polis [Acarean 1913: 1055a], Sebastia [Gabikean 1952: 541], Moks 
[Orbeli 2002: 338], Goris [Margaryan 1975: 368a], etc.; verbal c Tel in many 
dialects [Acarean 1913: 1058a]. Akn c ‘er refers to ‘uncooked egg’ [Acarean 1913: 
1055a]. 

Some verbal forms have a dental determinative: c 7-t'- or c'r-d- and means also 
‘to give birth (said of animals or, pejoratively, of women)’ and ‘to have miscarriage, 
give misbirth (said of animals)’ [Acarean 1913: 1058a]. 
eETYM Aëatvan (HAB 4: 634) and, independently, Jahukyan (1963a: 95; 1972: 280; 
1985: 153; 1987: 148, 275) derive Arm. c'e from PIE *sker-, cf. *sok-r-/-n- 
‘manure, dung’: Hitt. sakkar, Saknas ‘excrement, dung, faeces’, Av. sairiia- ‘dung’, 
Gr. ox@p, okaxóc n. ‘excrement’, Lat. -cerda ‘dung’, Olc. skarn ‘dung, manure’ < 
PGerm. *skarna-, Russ. sor ‘filth, litter’, Latv. sarni ‘dung’, Lith. sarvas “placenta, 
menstruation’ (for the meaning ‘placenta’ compare the Armenian dialectal 
meanings), etc. 

A semantically, formally and morphologically similar form *kok"-r-/-n- is 
reflected in Skt. NAccSg sdkrt n. (RV+), GSg saknah (AV+) ‘dung, faeces’, MPers. 
sargen ‘manure, dung’ Gr. xózpoc f. ‘manure, dung, faeces’, etc. This PIE word is 
probably a derivative of the root *kek”- found in Lith. sikti ‘to shit’. For the forms 
and the morphology of these PIE synonymous words, both being neuters of *-r/n- 
heteroclitic declension, see Schindler 1966b: 74-75; 1975: 4, 5; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 
1996: 602; Derksen 1996: 219-220; Mallory/Adams 1997: 186b. 

Arm. c'ef derives from *sker-no- (Jahukyan ibid.). For *c'er-T- < *sker-T- 
compare Skt. sakrt, Lat. -cerda, etc. 

Further note MidArm. cirt "dung (mostly of birds)’ and ClArm. crtem ‘to defecate 
(said of birds)’ (Bible+), ‘to spawn’ (Hexaemeron); both forms are widespread in the 
dialects [HAB 2: 460b]; no etymology in HAB ibid. If we derive this word from our 
etymon, the initial c- instead of c“ and the vowel -i- will be aberrant. We might 
tentatively posit *sker-d- > cirt through assimilation c‘..t> c...t. 


BI According to Beekes (1969: 178, 290), the Greek and Lithuanian words may be of 
substratum origin. 
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cin, o-stem: AbIPl i c 'n-o-c‘ (Philo) ‘kite’ (Bible+); MidArm. c 'inayn and cnin ‘kite’ 
(HAB 4: 455a; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 404b). 

Arm. cin renders Gr. ixtiva ‘kite’ in Deuteronomy 14.13 (Cox 1981: 136; Wevers 
1977: 195; Wevers 1995: 245) and in Leviticus 11.14 (Zohrapean 1805, 1: 214; 
Wevers 1986: 127; Wevers 1997: 148). In Isaiah 34.11 it corresponds to Gr. ifc 
‘ibis, Egyptian bird’. Further attested in Zgon-Afrahat, Philo, etc. (NHB 2: 913b; 
Greppin 1978: 52-54). In a kafa to the Alexander Romance c 'in appears as sew haw 
‘black bird’ (H. Simonyan 1989: 229"), 
eDIAL Agulis c'ayn [Aéafean 1935: 394]; Van kor-c 'ananek ‘kite’ (HAB 4: 455b; 
Aéatyan 1952: 37, 296) probably containing kor ‘curved, crooked’, for the 
semantics, see s.vv. ang? ‘vulture’, korc *gryphon, vulture’. The form -c ‘ananek and 
c‘nani (Rivola) must be identified with MidArm. c ‘inayn and cnin ‘kite’. Mus and 
Alaskert c 'urur is unclear; perhaps a blend of c'in and the synonymous urur ‘kite’ 
[HAB 3, 618b; 4: 455b]. For this type of blended bird-names, see s.v. sarik 'starling, 
blackbird’. 
eETYM Since de Lagarde [Boetticher] 1850: 363*?9; 1854: 10°'°%; Müller 1870: 
454; Dervischjan 1877: 22, 48 et al., connected with Skt. syena- m. ‘bird of prey, 
falcon, eagle’, Av. saéna- ‘a big bird of prey’, Gr. ixtivog m. ‘kite’; the troublesome 
anlaut has been explained from *ks-, *ky-, *kb-, etc., see Hübschmann 1883: 53; 
1897: 499; Meillet 1900c: 317; 1936: 40; Pedersen 1905: 209; 1906: 397; 1924: 
223b = 1982: 71, 175, 306b; Charpentier 1909: 243; HAB 4: 455; Pokorny 1959: 
416, 417; Schmitt 1981: 51, 545; Olsen 1999: 197-198. Jahukyan 1987: 174 assumes 
*ski- > c'- since *ki- would yield, he claims, Arm. č‘. However, also *ski- seems to 
produce Arm. č‘, as in Canac''em ‘to know’. 

The word is now reconstructed as *tkiH-(i)no- or *tkiH-eno-, and the Armenian 
c“ is plausibly explained from *rk- > *t's-; see Clackson 1994: 45-46, 143-144 
(with a thorough discussion); Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 662; Beekes 2003: 195, 
196, 200; cf. also Greppin 1978: 54-55. One also may think of the ‘Hoffmann-suffix’ 
*-Hn-. 

The MidArm. and dial. Sc ‘nin(i) is difficult to explain. One may speculate on an 
underlying *c'in-i < *tkiHn-ieh (compare Arm. ozni ‘hedgehog’ (q.v.) < *h,08"i- 
Hn-ieh;- vs. Gr. éyivog ‘id.’ < *h,og"i-Hn-os) and an additional -n probably from 
acc. *-m (on which see 2.2.1.3). 

Xa€‘aturova 1987 suggests a comparison of the Armenian and Aryan words with 
Georgian cxeni ‘horse’. For the association between ‘eagle or kite’ and ‘horse’, see 
s.v. arcui ‘eagle’. The resemblance with Megr. cxwik-, Georg. éxikw-, dial. Cxwink-, 
etc. ‘jay’ (on which see Klimov 1984: 222) seems to be accidental. 

Jahukyan (1987: 612) points out that the resemblance between Arm. cin and 
some ECauc forms meaning ‘eagle’ (Avar y/y/yn, etc.) is accidental if the Armenian 
word is of IE origin. One may perhaps treat these forms as borrowed from PArm. 
*t'¢in-. An opposite direction of borrowing (Nikolaev 1984: 71, *cc'iHma) is 
impossible in view of the impeccable IE origin of c ‘in. 


cif, o-stem: GDSg c 7-o-y (Job 11.12 [Cox 2006: 105], Canon Law, Grigor 
Narekac‘i), GDPI c 7-o-c' in P‘awstos Buzand 4.13 (see below), T'ovmay Arcruni 
3.29 (V. Vardanyan 1985: 3925); u-stem: GDPI c f-u-c‘ (Isaiah 32.14, Ephrem, 
Physiologus) *onager, wild ass’. 
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Several attestations in the Bible (Astuacaturean 1895: 1483b), where c ‘ir renders 
Gr. óvaypoc ‘onager, wild ass’, e.g. Psalms 103.11, Daniel 5.21 [Cowe 1992: 189], 
or övog &ypiog ‘wild ass’, e.g. Job 6.5, 39.5 [Cox 2006: 78, 250]. In Job 11.12: 
hangoyn e c Toy anapatakani “is like a wild desert ass” ` ioa övæ épņuítų [Cox 
2006: 105]. In Job 24.5: Dipec'an ibrew zc'irs i vayri “They proved to be like 
donkeys in a field” : dzéByoav de deren óvoi Ev dyp@ [Cox 2006: 168]. 

In P'awstos Buzand 4.13 (1883-1984: 95; transl. Garsoian 1989: 138-55; 
carakk‘ c toc ' "pasture for wild asses". 

In the 7"-century Armenian Geography (ASxarhac‘oyc‘) by Anania Sirakac‘i (see 
Soukry 1881: 32), certainly referring to the onager, wild ass (see Eremyan 1963: 
99a; Hewsen 1992: 179,43). 

According to T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent.) 3.29 (1985: 392; transl. Thomson 
1985: 316), there were herds of onagers (eramakk' c Toc") on the banks of the river 
Araxes, SE to the mountain Masis. 

@DIAL No dialectal forms are recorded in HAB 4: 455b. 

Zeyt‘un *c'/ptuk is mentioned by Aéaryan (1913: 207b; HAB 1: 490b) as 
synonymous to brinc', dial. *bro/os-, *blinc'/j 'snowball-tree, guelder rose 
(Viburnum opulus) and/or Celtis australis or occidentalis’, and dial. tarta?an without 
any comment on its origin and composition. It seems to have been composed of 
*c ‘ar (a negative characterizer of plants, see Acarean 1913: 1055a, 1058ab) and ptuk 
‘shoot, a plant’ (see Aéarean 1913: 931b; HAB 4: 111-112). 

However, Zeyt'un bodug (< ClArm. ptuk, q.v.) only means ‘nipple’ (see HAB 4: 
112a; Aéaryan 2003: 336). I therefore alternatively interpret *c Tptuk as cr 
‘onager’ + ptuk ‘nipple’, thus: ‘onager’s nipple’. An interesting parallel can be found 
in Caucasian languages. Next to Lak. mamari ‘blackberry’, Darg. *mVmVrV (Chir. 
mimre) ‘raspberry’, Chechen mürg ‘guelder rose, snowball-tree', etc. (see s.v. mor 
“blackberry’), Archi has a word mam ‘raspberry’, usually in the combination 
g'ac:ilin mam, lit. *mare's nipple’ (see Nikolayev/Starostin 1994: 804). 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 455b. Jahukyan 1987 vacat. 
According to Olsen (1999: 939), a word of unknown origin. 

I tentatitvely propose a connection with Ir. ciar ‘dark brown’ < *Kh;ei-ro- (the 
evidence for *h, is based only on this Irish form); Slav. *xoiro- ‘grey’ < PIE 
*KHoiro-: RuCS sérv, Ru. séryj, Ukr. siryj, OCzech sery, etc.; OIc. hárr, OEngl. har 
‘grey’ < *kh,oi-ro-; OPr. sasins ‘hare’; Skt. sása- ‘hare’ < *Kh;-es-; Lat. cänus 
‘white, hoary, grey; old, aged’ < *kasnos, cascus ‘old’, Paelign. casnar ‘senex’, etc. 
(for a discussion, see Lubotsky 1989: 56-57; Schrijver 1991: 86, 91, 109; Derksen 
2008: 445). Further, see s.v. the mountain-name Sim. 

Since PIE * regularly yields Arm. s, here the initial c‘- requires an explanation. 
One possibility would be to assume s-mobile. Alternatively, Arm. c‘ may be due to 
at. from *KH- (see 2.1.18.1 and s.v. c‘ax ‘branch’). This goes parallel with the 
development PIE *kH > Arm. x beside *k > Arm. k‘, respectively. Thus: QIE 
*KHe/oi-ro- + secondary *-ro- or *-so- > Arm. ci ‘onager’ < ‘*the grey or brown 
one’. If, however, the Slavic form has been borrowed from Germanic (see Vasmer 
s.v. for references), the reconstruction of the laryngeal becomes problematic. 
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*c‘it- ‘to cut, split, scratch’: c‘tem ‘to cut, tear, scratch (the skin with a knife, nails, 
etc.)’ (Bible+); danak-a-c ‘it ‘cut with a knife’ (Movses Katankatuac‘i). For Biblical 
attestations, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1487a; Klingenschmitt 1982: 144. 
eDIAL Xarberd c ‘dil ‘to be cut, torn (said of the body, skin)’ [HAB 4: 456a]. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. chinatti, pass. chidy- ‘to split, break, cut off’, Gr. oi 
‘to split, cut, separate’, Lat. scindö, scidi, scissum ‘to split, cleave, tear apart; to 
separate’, Lith. skiedziu ‘to separate, divide’, Latv. skiést ‘to scatter, spill, cut’, etc. 
Meillet 1894b: 296; HAB 4: 455-456; Pokorny 1959: 920; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
144a; Olsen 1999: 813-814. 

The IE etymon is often reconstructed as *skei-d-. The problematic anlaut of Gr. 
ox- and Skt. ch-, however (see Hiersche 1964: 250-251; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 
561 with references) points to a voiceless aspirate (Szemerényi 1996: 69). Rix 1992: 
84-85 posits *sg”. 

Klingenschmitt (1982: 83, 144-145) reconstructs *sk"ide/o- or *sK'ideie/o- for 
Armenian. However, Arm. c‘- points to *sk- or *sk- [HAB 4: 456a]. A voiceless 
aspirate SE. whether of substratum origin or due to a neighbouring laryngeal (see 
2.1.18), would yield Arm. š- (see 2.1.22.3). I do not share the view (see Olsen 1999: 
91, 813-814 concerning this etymon) that *sk- yields Arm. š- before a front vowel. 

Arm. sert ‘split wood, piece of wood, splinter’ has been compared to this etymon 
(cf. especially Lith. skiedara ‘chip, sliver, splinter’, Latv. skaida ‘id.’, Skiedra 
*Holzfaser', etc.) with hesitation, because the initial *sk- is regularly reflected as c - 
in c ‘tim (Hübschmann 1897: 480; HAB 3: 511-512 with an extensive literature and 
discussion; cf. also L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 214, 215). If the reconstruction *skeh ji- 
d- (Mallory/Adams 1997: 144a; against the laryngeal Elbourne 2000: 10) is 
accepted, one is tempted to posit ablaut *sk- vs. *skH- reflected in Armenian c 'it- vs. 
Sert. The latter may be derived from *sK'eid-r- > *Seidr-i- > šert, -i, through 
simplification of the diphthong before cluster (cf. HAB 3: 512a) and through regular 
metathesis. 

Other explanations have been offered for šert, however. Alayan 1974: 128-129 
derives it from PIE *(s)ker- ‘to scratch’, cf. Engl. shard, sherd ‘a fragment of broken 
earthenware; a fragment (of other material)’, shear ‘to cut with a sharp instrument’ < 
*sker- *to cut, divide, shear, shave', cf. OEngl. sceard 'cut, notch', etc.; but this does 
not solve the problem of the s-, however. Others assume a borrowing (see 
Lap'anc'yan 1961: 136; Schultheiss 1961: 221). 

Aéaryan (HAB 3: 512a) points out that the resemblance with Syriac Sarat ‘to tear’ 
is accidental. Note also Akkad. sertu (GÍR.GAL) ‘a weapon’ (see Landsberger 1950: 
48), which matches Arm. šert ‘axe’ both formally and semantically. However, the 
meaning ‘axe’ of šert is found only in Arjern bararan 1865 and is unattested. 

To conclude: Arm. c tem ‘to cut, tear, scratch’ derives from IE *ske(h;)i-d-. The 
etymology of sert 'split wood, piece of wood, splinter' is uncertain. If its 
appurtenance with this etymon is accepted, one may assume *skheid-r- with *skh;- 
taken from a zero-grade form *skh,id-. At any case, the resemblance with Lith. 
skiedara ‘chip, sliver, splinter’, etc. is remarkable (a substratum intermediation?). 


c‘neam ‘to joy, rejoice’ (Bible); ‘to shine’ (dial.). 
eDIAL Tiflis c 'njal ‘to joy, rejoice’, Mus c‘njum ‘joy’; Ararat c‘njin tal ‘to shine 
with a beautiful colour’, said of the cornfield. In metaphorical or jocular usage: 
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Polis, Karin, Sebastia, Moks, Zeyt‘un, Larabat, Juta, etc. ‘to pay’ [HAB 4: 459]. 
Note also Zeyt‘un c ‘onjal ‘to joy’ [Aéaryan 2003: 341]. 

There is no evidence for the vocalism of the verbal stem, which may have been 
either *c inc- or *c'unc-. In this connection Zeyt'un c onjol seems relevant. The 
infinitive ending -əl of the Zeyt‘un regularly derives from -al. Note that the verb 
c‘ncam (inf. c ‘ncal) belongs to a-conjugation both in ClArm. and in all the dialects. 
The vocalic development Sc ‘ncal > c 'onjol is regular too, cf. targal ‘spoon’ > Zey- 
tun d ‘og ‘ol, xndal ‘to joy’ > Zeyt'un xondol, merkanal > Zeyt'un moygonol vs. merk 
‘naked’ > miyg, etc. (see Ačatyan 2003: 24-25, 146, 198-201). This implies that 
Zey-t'un c onjol cannot be taken as evidence for the original vocalism of the verbal 
stem. 
eETYM Scheftelowitz (1904-05, 1: 293) links with Skt. chand- ‘to appear (good); to 
please’ (RV), chandu- ‘pleasing’ (RV), Y Av. saóaiieiti ‘to appear’, etc. and derives 
the Armenian from *skend-io-. 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 459a) does not accept this and the other etymologies and leaves 
the origin of the word open. 

The etymology of Scheftelowitz is possible, although the semantic relationship is 
not straightforward. The protoform *skend-io-, however, would yield Arm. 
*c ‘(i)nc-. I propose to derive *c 'inc- from the sigmatic aorist form *skend-s-, cf. Skt. 
(RV) 3sg.act. achan, 3pl.act. áchantsur, subj. chantsat, imper. chantsi (see 
Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 555-556; Lubotsky 2001a: 32; Baum 2006: 110). Note 
also Skt. (S)cand- ‘to shine, glitter’, candrd- ‘shining, light’, hdri-scandra- 
‘glittering as gold’, probably belonging to the same root (cf. Lubotsky 2001a: 49- 
50). The meaning ‘to shine’ agrees with that of the Armenian dialect of Ararat. For 
the regular development *-ds- > Arm. -c-, see 2.2.1.2. 


c‘nor-k‘, i-stem: GDPI c nor-i-c‘ (Bible+), IPl c‘nor-i-w-k‘ (Agat‘angetos+) ‘fancy, 
fantasy, day-dream; bad dream, apparition, bogy’ (Bible); c‘norim ‘to be mad or 
furious, act crazily’ (Agat'angelos, Eznik Kolbac'i, Elise, Movses Xorenac‘i, John 
Chrysostom, Evagrius of Pontus, etc.). 

In an appendix apud Arak‘el Dawrizec'i /17" cent/, c‘nork‘ seems to 
contextually correspond to vat eraz "bad dream" (see Xanlaryan 1990: 452, lines 9 
and 26). 
eDIAL The verb is widespread in the dialects, in the meaning ‘to grow decrepit, grow 
mad as a result of senility’ [HAB 4: 459b]. 
eETYM Pedersen (1906: 480 = 1982: 258) treats c‘nor as composed of *c 'in-, 
comparable with Goth. skeinan, and the suffix or. Acaryan (HAB 4: 459b) rejects 
this comparison and leaves the origin of the word open. 

I tentatively propose to treat the word as c - ‘to, up to’ from *hjesk'”eh, (see 
2.3.1)  *hinor-i(h;)- ‘to/at dream, fantasy’ (see s.v. anurj-k‘, i-stem ‘dream, day- 
dream, prophetic vision, vision’). Thus: *hiesk "eh -h3nor-i(hy)- > PArm. *ske- 
(H)nor-i- > *c ‘inör-i- > c ‘nor, i-stem. 

c‘urt, o-stem: GDSg c Tt-o-y (Bible, Fank Kotbac‘i); i-stem: GDSg c Tt-i (John 


Chrysostom, Paterica), ISg c ‘rt-i-w (Paterica) ‘cold; cold water’ (Bible). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 464a]. 
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eETYM The word has been compared with Pers. sard, Arm. sarn ‘cold’ (q.v.), see 
apart from old attempts recorded in HAB 4: 463-464, also Jahukyan 1967: 180. On 
the other hand, it is compared with OCS séverv» ‘North, Northern wind’, SCr. sjever 
‘North’, Lith. siaure f. ‘North’ < *keh juer-o-; Lat. caurus m. ‘northwestern wind’ < 
*Kh uer-o- (see HAB ibid. for references; for a discussion, see Schrijver 1991: 597; 
Olsen 1999: 42, 771, 812, 814, 852; de Vaan 1999a; Derksen 2008: 448-449). 

If the latter etymology is accepted, we have another possible example for the 
hypothetical development *kH > Arm. c‘ (see 2.1.18.1). Thus: QIE *kh ur-do- > 
c 'urt. Further, see s.v. sird/t ‘hoarfrost-bringing wind’. 


U 


ut‘, i-stem: GDPI ut-i-c' ‘eight’ (Bible); ut'sun, i-stem: GDPI ut'sn-i-c' ‘eighty’ 
(Bible+); ut‘erord, a-stem: GDSg ut'erord-i, GDPI ut 'erord-a-c ' ‘eighth’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL The form ut‘ is ubiquitous in the dialects; ut'sun is widespread, but in some 
dialects it has been replaced by sek ‘sen of Turkish origin [HAB 3: 591]. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *H(o)kt- ‘eight’: Skt. asta(u), Gr. óxro, Lat. octo, Olr. 
ocht, etc. The absence of palatalization of the *-k- in Armenian is due to influence of 
*septm > ewt'n ‘seven’; cf. the Greek by-form dron, See Hübschmann 1897: 483- 
484; HAB 3: 590-591; Meillet 1936: 32; Pokorny 1959: 775; Schmitt 1981: 75; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 402-403. 

It has been assumed that the absence of an initial A- in Armenian points to a zero- 
grade *h Át- taken from the ordinal (Kortlandt 1983: 14; 1994a: 255 = 2003: 44, 99- 
100; Beekes 1987b: 7). This is plausible, although *Hokt- perhaps remains a 
possibility (cf. Schrijver 1991: 49, 147). 


ul, o-stem: GDPI ul-o-c‘ (Bible+); u-stem: GDSg ul-u (once in the Bible and in 
Commentary on Genesis), GDPI ul-u-c' (Gregory of Nyssa) ‘kid’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects; in Larabal, Goris, etc., with initial h- [HAB 3: 
592]. 
eETYM Since Patrubány (see HAB 3: 592-593), connected with Gr. a@Aoc m. f. 
‘young horse, foal, filly’, secondarily also of other young animals, metaph. ‘young 
girl, youth’, Goth. fula, OHG folo ‘id.’. 

In order to explain the Greek 6 we can either posit a “lengthened grade of a root 
noun, or, more plausible perhaps, reconstruct for Greek *poHlo- and postulate a 
laryngeal metathesis in Germanic (*pHI- > *pIH-)” [Lubotsky 1988: 132]. Beekes 
(1995: 36, 189-190; 2003: 171) posits a HD root noun: PIE nom. *pd/H-s, gen. 
*plH-ós. 

Arm. ul ‘kid’ and al-oj ‘female kid’ (q.v.) may have belonged to the same 
original paradigm: nom. *polH-s > PArm. *hul, gen. *pIH-ös > PArm. *al-ó-.? For 
*póo- > Arm. *hu- cf. *pont(e)H- > hun ‘ford’. The initial A- has been lost due to 
generalization of the oblique stem, but the Larabat and adjacent dialects have 


132 Alternatively, one may assume an old HD /-stem of subtype 4 of Beekes (1995: 177): nom. 
*peh;-I-s, gen. *ph;-l-ós. 
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retained it. For *p/H- > Arm. *al(V)- cf. *plh;u- ‘many’ > alaw-unk' ‘Pleiades’ 
(q.v.). The ending -oj- is unclear; perhaps due to influence of oroj ‘lamb’; cf. also 
alic/j ‘virgin, girl’. 

Hamp (1990: 21-22) assumes *p/H- > *polH- > *pol-. 

uln (GDSg ulan, NPI ulunk‘, GDPI ulanc^) ‘neck’ (Bible+). Spelled also as uin and 
oln. Norayr records MidArm. yulanc ‘ tal ‘to push (Fr. pousser)’ (see HAB 3: 592b). 
eDIAL Aéatyan records only Jula ulanc ' tal ‘to push with one's arm’ [HAB 3: 592b], 
which is identical with the MidArm. form of Norayr (see above). In Bargirk' hayoc‘ 
(see Amalyan 1975: 1915), hrel is interpreted as merzel, kam ki tal, kam ulans 
tal. 

Note also Mus pareki hulunk‘ ‘spinal column’ glossed in HZHek‘ 12, 1984: 641a. 
Since parek-i means ‘of back’, uln here seems to refer to ‘vertebra’; see below. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *Heh;l-en- or *HoHl-en-: Gr. @Aevn f. ‘elbow, underarm’; 
Lat. ulna f. ‘elbow’; OHG el(i)na f. ‘ell’, etc., as well as Arm. otn (GDSg otin, ISg 
olamb, NPl ofunk‘, GDPI olanc^) ‘spine, back(bone); spine with spinal cord; 
marrow' (q.v.). As to the semantic difference, one should pay attention to MidArm. 
yulanc ' tal ‘to push’. Naturally, one cannot push with one's neck. In the dialect of 
Jula, the exact meaning of this expression is ‘to push with one’s arm’. Actually, one 
pushes with one’s elbow (or shoulder). Here, thus, one might see the underlying 
meaning ‘elbow’, which is identical with the semantics of the PIE word. As to the 
association between Arm. ofn ‘spine, backbone, etc.’ and uln ‘neck’, cf. Gr. 
ovovovioc m. ‘vertebra; (pl.) backbone, spine; neck; joint, etc.’. Note that the neck 
is, in fact, a part of the spinal column. Finally, Muš pareki hulunk‘ ‘spinal column’ 
actually means ‘vertebrae of back’ and can be considered an important intermediary 
between on and uln. 

Lidén (1906: 129-130), albeit with some reservation, connects u/n "neck" with the 
homonymous uin (NPI ulunk‘, GDPI ulanc‘) ‘a piece of pearl or glass, bead; 
knucklebone; collarbone, clavicle’ (Bible+). See also Jahukyan 1987: 165. 


uln (NPI ulunk‘, GDPI ulanc‘) ‘a piece of pearl or glass, bead; knucklebone; 
collarbone, clavicle’ (Bible+); in Grigoris Argaruni (7-8" cent.): IPI ul-ov-k‘ (thus, 
ul, o-stem). API uluns is found in Yovhan Mandakuni/Mayragomec‘i (5"/7" cent.), 
in a list of sorceries (2003: 1262b'*). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects, mostly in the meaning ‘beads’. 
eETYM See s.v. uln ‘neck’. 


*ulul- (dial.) ‘to lament, cry’: see s.v. otot- ‘to wail, lament’. 


ulel, o-stem: GDAbISg (y-)Jufl-o-y in Eznik Kotbac‘i, Grigor Narekac‘i; GDPI utl-o-c‘ 

in Hebrews 4.12, Anania Sirakac‘i [NHB 2: 544ab]; IPI u#-o-v-k‘ in Elie (see 
below); some late evidence points to an a-stem: GDSg uHH-i, utiwi-i, AblSg y-utt-e, 
ISg utl-a-w (Plato apud NHB, ibid) ‘brain’ (Gank Kotbac‘i, P‘awstos Buzand, etc.), 
‘marrow’ (Bible+; renders Gr. uveAóc ‘marrow’). 

Biblical attestations: 

In Genesis 45.19 (Zeyt'unyan 1985: 365): ew kerijik‘ zulel erkris : kai payeove 
TOV LVEAOV THC yfjc. 
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In Job 21.24: uli! nora scesc'e “his marrow will become liquified” : uveñòç dé 
avtod Ölaxeltaı [Cox 2006: 156]. 

That ute? also refers to the marrow of animals is exemplified by e.g. the passage 
from Eli8é (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 404): sneal ëmm ullovk' zuarakac‘ “had been 
raised on the marrow of the steers" (transl. Thomson 1982: 246). 

Spelling variants: uli? uliwl, ylit, ylel, atut, alel. 
eDIAL The dialects have two basic forms: ule? and *ulu/of. The latter variant which 
contains a labial vowel in the second syllable is also attested in later literature (see 
above). For Svedia (a)fest, hid ‘marrow’, see otn. The initial u of the form *uful is 
mostly reduced to a or zero. It has been preserved (or secondarily restored as in ptu? 
‘fruit? > Marata putul, etc.?) in Marala and C‘aylu 2/5! (see Acatyan 1926: 70, 107, 
418; Davt‘yan 1966: 449), Urmia (Xoy) oi! [M. Asatryan 1962: 204a], 
Kak‘avaberd ui5i (in two villages; in the other two — 727) [H. Muradyan 1967: 182a]; 
Nor-Naxijewan >25? ‘marrow’ (see Aéarean 1925: 446; in 64 — as an exception to the 
rule u /unstressed/ > a > zero). There are alternating forms with and without an 
initial h- (Larabat 2151, hatst, hull [Davt'yan 1966: 449]; Karéewan 215, habt [H. 
Muradyan 1960: 202b]), and y - (MuS y 7e? next to viet, 

Hamsen has ue? and elu (GSg viel, etvi) for ‘brain’, and (oskri) yel for ‘marrow’ 
[Aéatyan 1947: 27, 54, 250]. 

The “pure” root *u? ‘brain’ is found in Modern Armenian vin u cuca ‘the true 
nature, the essence’ (see Malxaseanc‘, HBB 3: 597a), literally: “the brain and 
marrow" (cf. s.v. ilik). Malxasyanc* (ibid.) also introduces the variant uf}. However, 
one cannot be sure whether this is a really existing form or a mere theoretical 
construction to illustrate the intermediary stage in the development ute/it > ut. At 
any rate, *u? is found only in the expression uin u cuca and seems to be merely a 
reduced form from utet. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 594. Considered to be a 
word of unknown origin, see Jahukyan 1990: 71 (sem. field 4), 72 (noting that this is 
a basic term which has neither native Armenian nor borrowed synonyms). 

In view of GSg uHloy, the older NSg can be reconstructed as Sdt? [Meillet 1913: 
20]. 

The variants with a labial vowel in the second syllable, namely *uéui, and perhaps 
also utiwt [= /ulül/| need an explanation. In view of the absence of reliable 
examples, Aéaryan (1926: 70) points out that the sound change seen in Marala 225! 
cannot be specified. H. Muradyan (1960: 30) explains the Karéewan form (h)atst 
from wiel by regressive assimilation (ule? > *uluf) and change of the pretonic u to a. 
One may also think of vocalic metathesis (see 2.1.26.4). In either case, however, one 
has to explain why the same dialects have both variants side by side: Van ule? and 
ulol, Juta atet and alui (HAB), Mehti&en a£, 2/5! [Davt‘yan 1966: 449]. Besides, the 
variant *ułuł is widespread in many dialects ranging from Nor-Naxijewan and T‘iflis 
to Syria, Persia and Larabal, and the spelling variant uliw! seems to have solid 
philological basis (cf. Olsen 1999: 56-57,5)). Jahukyan (1987: 374), with some 
reservation, sees in ufiw? a vowel palatalization. Olsen (ibid.) even treats udiwt as the 
original form, ascribing etymological value to -w-. She suggests a compound of ui 
‘road’, here in the meaning ‘tube’ > ‘hollow bone’ (cf. in particular OPr. aulis 
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‘shinbone’) + *-plh,o- ‘fill’, so the original meaning would be *bone-filler' [Olsen 
1999: 56-57]. 

The reconstruction of such a compound, however, does not seem probable. 
Furthermore, this interpretation exaggerates the role of the form uliw? and ignores 
the other forms, of which ute? is indispensable. Therefore, one may tentatively 
suggest the following paradigm: NSg Puiu Obl. mei These doublets can 
theoretically betray an IE /-stem with *-0/ in the nominative and *-e/- elsewhere, cf. 
acut ‘coal’, asein ‘needle’, etc. (see 2.2.2.5). It is interesting, that both asein/*asut 
and ulel/*ulul! are represented in certain dialects by semantic differentiation. For 
aseln, see s.v. As for viel, note Van ute? ‘brain’ vs. utot ‘marrow’ [HAB 3: 594b]; 
Hamsen elu ‘brain’ vs. ye? ‘marrow’ [Aéafyan 1947: 27, 54, 250]. The semantic 
details of the correspondent pair in Juta and Mehti&en are not known. In Mus, such a 
semantic differentiation is represented by the doublets differring in anlaut: y 7e? 
‘brain’ vs. utet ‘marrow’ [HAB 3: 594b]. 

If my analysis is accepted, one may tentatively connect the root *uł- ‘marrow; 
brain with ofn (GDSg olin, ISg ofamb, NPI olunk', GDPI otanc‘) ‘spine, 
back(bone); spine with spinal cord; marrow’ (Bible+; dialects). The latter, despite 
the semantic difference, is usually derived from PIE *Hehszl-en-: Gr. wdévy f. 
‘elbow, underarm’; Lat. ulna f. ‘elbow’; OHG el(i)na f. ‘ell’; Lith. zolektis, Latv. 
uölekts ‘ell’, etc., as well as Arm. uln (GDSg ulan, NPI ulunk‘, GDPI ulanc ‘) ‘neck’ 
(Bible+; dialect of Juta) and ufuk ‘palm, distance from the thumb to the little finger’ 
(Bible+; dialect of Larabat, with an initial h-), see Lidén 1906: 127-130; HAB 3: 
554, 592; Pokorny 1959: 308; Schrijver 1991: 78-79, 339, 352; Olsen 1999: 
125-126. 

Unlike the cases of asein and acut, however, there is no ground for a PIE /-stem 
here. If the PIE word did have /-stem (*HVH-l-, see Schrijver 1991: 78-79), it is 
already reflected in Arm. *uł-. The ending of the Armenian form can be a suffix. It 
is worth mentioning that Gr. uv-eAög m. ‘marrow’ (Homer+), all the etymological 
attempts of which deal with the root *uv- (see Frisk 2: 264; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 
1984: 818 with ref.; Watkins 1995: 531;, 535-536), has the same suffix *-elo-. Note 
also Gr. ogóvó-0Aoc m. ‘vertebra; (pl.) backbone, spine; neck; joint; circular whorl 
which balances and twirls a spindle’. The Armenian by-form *uł-uł, then, can be due 
to influence of the proto-paradigm of asen, etc. See also afein. 

I conclude: next to of-n ‘spine; marrow? and ul-n ‘neck’, there was also *uf- 
‘spine’, which, with the suffix *-elo-, formed ut-ef, o-stem ‘brain; marrow’. 

How to explain the later literary forms viii and ytel, as well as dial. (Mus) y 7e! 
(next to uet), the initial A- Larabat and some adjacent dialects? Since the initial u- is 
in a pretonic syllable, it can have replaced an older *uy- (in terms of the ClArm 
orthography, oy-). We arrive, then, at a *uyfílo-. In some of the dialectal areas and/or 
at some stages, the initial *uy- might yield ü and/or yu-. In this particular case, 
however, one may prefer restoring of a by-form with the prefix y- < *h;en- ‘in’ (see 
2.3.1). The etymological meaning of ut-et (if indeed related with of-n ‘spine, etc.) is 
‘spine’. In *y-ulet ‘marrow; brain’, then, the marrow (or brain) is seen as substance 
which is in the spine (or in the skull). 


utuk ‘palm, distance from the thumb to the little finger’ (Bible). Also u/k-ean 
‘handbreadth’ (Bible+), see Olsen 1999: 501-502. 
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eDIAL Larabal halsk, haloók', Mehtisen həłuk [HAB 3: 597; Davt'yan 1966: 449]. 
Davt‘yan (ibid.) cites k’et, ket, as well as iz under the lemma ufuk, as if they are 
semantically identical. According to Malxaseanc‘ (HBB 3: 600a), the unit of length 
uluk denotes not only the palm, but also the distance between the thumb and the 
forefinger (index finger), or the distance of four fingers. In Bargirk' hayoc‘ (see 
Amalyan 1975: 260” ®), uluk is glossed by t ‘iz and łuk. This implies that, in the 17" 
century, łuk was a living form [HAB 3: 597b]. Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ also has utkén, 
rendered as t ‘zaw, ISg of t'iz (see Amalyan 1975: 260“), which should be linked 
with ulkean. 

eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 597) connects with Lat. ulna ‘elbow; ell’; Goth. aleina ‘ell 
(distance from elbow to finger tips)’, etc. (see s.vv. on and uin). This is accepted by 
Jahukyan (1987: 122). Olsen (1999: 941), albeit referring to HAB 3: 597, does not 
mention this etymology and places utuk in the list of words of unknown origin. For 
the semantics, cf. PToch. *ale(n) 'palm of the hand' (see Hilmarsson 1986: 
231-232). 

In view of the cognate forms with a *-k-, namely Lith. uolektis, Latv. uólekts 
‘ell’; Lith. alküne ‘elbow’, Latv. elkuonis ‘elbow, bend’, etc. (see s.v. olok‘), one 
wonders if a PArm. *ul-k“ underlies uluk. The unaspirated -k could be due to 
contamination with -k-ean (cf. vayr-(i)k-ean moment. If this is correct, the 
word-final -k‘ in Larabat hal5k‘ may become significant, and the internal -u- in utuk 
should be treated as secondary, unless utuk is from *HoHl-ok. Note also the identity 
of the root vocalism with the vowel preceding the -k/k‘ in il-ik, ol-ok‘, and ut-uk (cf. 
2.1.23). If the word-initial aspiration of Larabat hafók/k' is old, the corresponing 
EArm. proto-form would be *h3eHI- (vs. utuk < *HoHI-?). See also s.vv. olok‘ and 
otn. 

Compare Oss. *ulVng ‘distance between the thumb and the index finger’, which 
is described by Gatuev (1933: 146) as follows: ynoıme ‘Mepa IHN, paBHas 
PaccTOAHHIO MEXX/Iy KOHIIJAMH PACTAHYTbIX OOJIBIIOTO H yKà3aTOJIBHOTO IIAJIBIIeB" 
(vs. yOucH ‘Mepa JJIMHbI, paBHad paccTOAHHIO MEKIIy KOHIIAMH PACTAHYTbIX 
GOJIÞINOTO IIAJIbITA H MH3HHIIA ). 


unayn, i-stem and o-stem (some evidence from John Chrysostom and Philo, 
respectively) ‘empty, hollow, void; vain; empty-handed’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Related with Skt. ūná- ‘deficient, not sufficient, less, too small’, YAv. üna- 
‘deficient’, Lat. vanus ‘empty, hollow; vain, idle’, vastus ‘empty, desolate’, Goth. 
wans, OEngl., OHG wan ‘wanting, deficient’, etc., see Hübschmann 1883: 47; 1897: 
484; HAB 3: 600b with lit.; Pokorny 1959: 345; Mallory/Adams 1997: 179a. 

The root is reconstructed as *weh - or, if Gr. edvic ‘desolate, empty’ is related, 
*h ueh;, cf. Skt. vā- ‘to wane, disappear, diminish’, etc. (for a discussion, see 
Schrijver 1991: 146, 308; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 241; 2, 1996: 538; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 179a; cf. Speirs 1984: 123, 147). The derivation of the 
Armenian root *un from *(hj)e/ouh;-n- (> *oyn-, HAB 3: 600b) is improbable; the 
behaviour of the medial laryngeal in Armenian and Greek is uncertain (cf. Schrijver 
1991: 308), whereas a zero-grade form *(h j)uh;-n- implies an unchanged stem *un-, 
which is possible, cf. sut-ak(-) vs. sut ‘lie’, etc. For a further discussion, see 
Clackson 1994: 45-46. For -ayn, see Greppin 1975: 68; Clackson 1994: 44; 
Jahukyan 1998: 10. 
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und, o-stem: ISg and-o-v in Yovhan Mandakuni (2003: 1172a'5); IP] and-o-v-k‘ (var. 

and-a-w-k^) in Ephrem. ‘edible seed, grain’ (Bible+). In Daniel 1.12 and 16: API 
und-s, AccSg und [Cowe 1992: 154], rendering Gr. ozépua ‘seed; seed-time, 
sowing; germ; race, origin, descent'. With an initial A-, hund, o-stem, i-stem, 
attested in Nonnus of Nisibis (GSg hnd-o-y) and Plato. In NHB 2: 124c, o-stem; 
Acaryan (HAB 3: 601a) also has an o-stem, but he cites GDPI hnd-i-c‘ (Nonnus), 
which points to i-stem. In John Chrysostom: det-a-hund ‘herb-seed’. 

Compounds: and-a-but ‘feeding on seeds, herbs’ (P'awstos Buzand 6.16), 
und-a-ker ‘id.’ (Agat'angelos), etc. 
eDIAL The form hund is widespread in the dialects: Aslanbek, Axalc‘xa, Mus, 
Cilicia, Ararat, etc. Without the initial h-: Xarberd and T‘iflis [HAB 3: 601b]. 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 3: 601) rejects all the etymological attempts including those 
connecting with Skt. dndhas- and Gr. &vdog (Canini, Müller) and leaves the origin 
of the word open. Jahukyan (1990: 72, sem. field 8) considers a word of unknown 
origin. 

The connection with Skt. ándhas-, etc. cannot be ruled out; see s.v. and 
‘cornfield’. 


unim, 1sg.aor. kal-a-y, imper. kal ‘to take, hold, have, obtain’ (Bible+); and-unim, 
aor. *an(d)-kal-: \sg.aor. ankal-a-y, imper. ankal ‘to take (up), receive, accept’ 
(Bible+); late oyn ‘possessed vigour, condition, state, valour’ (Dionysius Thrax, 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, Grigor Magistros, Mxit'ar Anec‘i, etc.), un ‘id.’ 
(Ganjk‘); MidArm. unenal, unnal ‘to possess, bear, sense’ (MijHayBar 2, 1992: 
241ab). 

For the ClArm. suppletive paradigm unim vs. aor. kal-a-, see Laragyulyan 1961: 
167-168; È. Tumanjan 1971: 401-402. Aéatyan (HAB 3: 602a) considers the noun 
oyn/un a Greek calque, cf. ic from éyw. Note, however, the dialectal evidence. 
eDIAL The verbal forms unim and unenal are widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 
602b]. 

Aécaryan (HAB 3: 602b) records no dialectal form of the noun. According to 
Batramyan 1960: 96b here belongs Dersim un ‘handful; vigour’. 
eETYM Connected with Skt. apnóti ‘to reach, gain’, Av. apana- ‘erreicht habend’, 
apana- n. ‘gain, reaching’, Hitt. 3sg.pres.act. e-ep-zi, 3pl.pres.act. ap-pa-an-zi ‘to 
grab, catch’, Lat. apiscor ‘to reach, obtain, receive, grab’, perf. co-epi < *co-epi ‘to 
begin, undertake’ (see Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 2: 34; Charpentier 1909: 246-248; 
Meillet 1929; Pokorny 1959: 51; Mallory/Adams 1997: 563b). One assumes a 
reduplicated *h,e-h,p- in Indo-Iran. ap-, Hitt. ep- and Lat. ép- (for the forms and a 
discussion, see Schrijver 1991: 28-29; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 167; Vine 1999: 
5244; de Vaan 2003: 135, 159). Kloekhorst 2008: 242f reconstructs a normal root 
present *h,ep-ti, *h p-enti for Hittite. 

The Armenian vocalism has been explained from *op-ne- (= *h ,op-ne-), cf. the 
type of utem ‘to eat’ (Meillet 1929 = 1978: 2161936: 47-48; Beekes 1973: 95-96). 
For more references and a discussion, see s.v. utem ‘to eat’ and Jahukyan 1982: 
22831. Schrijver 1991: 29 posits a perfect stem *h,e-h,op- reflected in Arm. unim 
and Av. apana-. For oyn vs. unim and a further extensive discussion I refer to de 
Lamberterie 1978: 278-282; Isebaert 1982. 
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On the other hand, the Armenian word has been derived from PIE *senh;-, perf. 
*(se-)sonh;e ‘ich erlangte’, cf. Skt. sanóti ‘to win, gain’, OAv. hanaema(ca) ‘mögen 
wir gewinnen’, Hitt. sanh- ‘to seek, look for’, Gr. dvia, &vóco, &voju ‘to complete, 
accomplish, bring to an end’, OHG sinnan ‘to strive after’, etc., see Schindler 1976; 
Schmitt 1981: 134, 157; K. Schmidt 1985: 86. For the PIE etymon (without 
Armenian), see Pokorny 1959: 906; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 198 = 1995: 170; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 696-697; Mallory/Adams 1997: 3b. This etymology is 
less plausible. I see no solid reasons to abandon the traditional etymology. 

PIE *senh;- is taken as reflected in Arm. hanem ‘to take out, draw out, take off, 
bring outside, bring forth, grab' (q.v.), Meillet apud HAB; Hübschmann 1899: 48; 
see HAB 3: 33-34 for the material and references. Acaryan himself does not accept 
the etymology. Sceptical is also Klingenschmitt 1982: 131-132, who identifies this 
verb with henum ‘to weave’. 


unkn (singulative; spelled also as ungn), an-stem: GDSg unkan (abundant in the 
Bible), AbISg y-unkan-é (Bible, Ephrem), ISg unkam-b in “Sarakan” (in plural, only 
GDP! unkan-c' in “Talaran”) ‘car’; unkn dnem ‘to listen (to)? (Bible+), e.g. in 
Genesis 18.10 [Zeyt'unean 1985: 220]: Ew Sarra unkn dner ar dran xoranin : 
Zappa o& NKovosv zpóc th úpa tijc ornvng. unkn ‘handle of pitchers, cups, etc": 
API unkun-s several times in Paterica). 
eDIAL Preserved in numerous dialects, in the meaning ‘handle’: HamSen, T‘iflis, 
Ararat, AlaSkert ung, Axalc'xa vong, Akn unk‘, Svedia ting, etc. [HAB 3: 604a], Juta 
ungn, gen. angn-i [Acarean 1940: 381a], Larabat óngne, oyna [Davt‘yan 1966: 450]. 
Aéaryan (HAB 3: 604a) points out that the basic meaning of the word, namely 
‘ear’, has been preserved only in Satax unk”tal ‘to hear, give importance, 
appreciation to what has been said’. In her ClArm. > Satax vocabulary, M. 
Muradyan (1962: 203b) glosses unk [read unkn? — HM] by Satax ungy ‘attention’. 
For the semantics cf. Arm. us from the Iranian cognate of this PIE word (see below). 
Thus, Satax unk “tal ‘to hear, give importance/appreciation to what has been said’ 
can be treated as unk /g” tal ‘to give ear/attention’, with tal ‘to give’. 
eETYM Since long (NHB 2: 551a; Bugge 1889: 24; Meillet 1936: 84), derived from 
the PIE word for ‘ear’: Gr. oóc, GSg dc, NAPI dra, also GSg ovatoe, pl. -ata; 
Dor. and Hellenistic NSg óc; dro (Tarentinian gloss) n. ‘ear; handle of pitchers, 
cups, etc.', Av. usi (dual) ‘ears’, Pahl. os, os-ih, ManMPers. and NPers. hos 
‘consciousness, intelligence’ (see MacKenzie 1971: 61), Arm. us ‘mind, 
intelligence, consciousness, attention’ (Iranian loanword; for the semantics, see 
above on the Satax dialect), Lat. auris f. ‘ear’, aus-cultäre (> Fr. écouter ) ‘to hear’, 
Olr. au, GSg aue n. ‘ear’ (s-stem), Lith. ausis f., OCS uxo n., gen. usese ‘ear’ 
(s-stem), etc. [HAB 3: 603-604; Pokorny 1959: 785; Mallory/Adams 1997: 173b]. 
The Armenian form is derived from *(H)us-n-, with the nasal seen in Gr. GSg 
odarog < *-n-t-, Germ. *auson, Goth. gen. ausins, OPr. ausins, etc., and with the 
suffix -kn as in akn ‘eye’, armukn ‘elbow’, etc. [Bugge 1889: 24; Hübschmann 
1897: 484; HAB, ibid.; Pisani 1950: 167; Lindeman 1980: 60-62]. A diminutive 
*us-on-ko-m has been assumed (Osthoff, Pokorny; Jahukyan 1982: 52, 113-114; 
1987: 142). According to Meillet (1896a: 369, 369,), the *-n- is comparable with the 
nasal found in other body-part terms such as Skt. aksi-, GSg aksnas ‘eye’, Siras, 
Sirsnas ‘head’, etc. Compare also Arm. y-awn-k' ‘eyebrow’, if it reflects PArm. 
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*qw-n- ‘eye’ from *h3k"-n- (see s.v.). According to Kortlandt (1985b: 10 = 2003: 
58), unkn consists of un- < AccSg *us-m, and -kn taken from akn ‘eye’, and the 
plural akanj-k‘ remains unexplained. 

Greek has o-vocalism whereas e.g. Lat. auris points to *h,eus- [Beekes 1969: 
168]. It has been assumed that the Greek has taken *o- from the word for ‘eye’, and 
the original anlaut is maintained in Tarentinian dro < *épata [Schrijver 1991: 47]. 
Given the abundance of body-part terms with o-grade in the root, *h ous- may be 
reconstructed with more confidence. One wonders if we are dealing with nom. *o 
vs. (acc./)gen. Ze as is assumed (e.g. in Beekes 1995: 188-189) for the words for 
‘knee’ and ‘foot’. Arm. unkn may reflect either o- or zero-grade. Beekes (2003: 189) 
assumes *hzus-n-. 

Further, see s.v. akanj ‘ear’. For the meaning ‘handle of pitchers, cups, etc.’ of 
unkn compare the Greek cognate. 


un¢‘-k‘, a-stem ‘nose; the part between the nose and the mouth; moustache’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL Preserved in the Larabat expression *unc‘a c'e ‘he does not care’, lit. “it is 
not (of) his nose/moustache" [HAB 3: 604b]. 
eETYM Considered to be a word of unknown origin, see HAB 3: 604b (rejecting all 
the etymological attempts, as well as the connection with the PIE word for ‘nose’: 
Skt. nás-, näsa- f., Lat. näris f., NPI nàres, Lith. nósis, etc.); Jahukyan 1990: 72 
(noting that this is a basic term which has neither native Armenian nor borrowed 
synonyms); Olsen 1999: 941. 
Given that Arm. unc -k' is the principal (and the only) term for ‘the part between 
the nose and the mouth; moustache’ (for ‘nose’ there is Ku, also of unknown 
origin), its native origin is highly plausible. The semantics of the word points to two 
possible basic meanings: '[that] below the nose' or ‘[that] above the mouth’ 
(typologically cf. s.v. y-awn-k‘ ‘eyebrows’). I tentatively propose a derivation from 
QIE *upo-(H)neh;s- “*[that] below the nose’, cf. Gr. ozfvi f. ‘moustache’ (though 
there are formal problems), OPr. po-nasse 'upper lip (see Adams apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 395a). 
It is difficult to determine the exact type of derivation for the Armenian. One 
might assume QIE *upo-(H)neh;s-ieh;, or dual *-ih;-eh;- "below the nostrils’, 
developing into PArm. *upun-ia- (regular loss of *-s- and haplology of *-eh;-) > 
*uwunj- > *unj-. Compare lanj-k‘, a-stem ‘breast’, also a dual. The final -c' instead 
of *-j- may be due to influence of pinč‘ ‘nostrils’ (Damask., etc.; in derivatives: John 
Chrysostom, Dawit‘ Anyalt‘, etc.; widespread in the dialects, also meaning ‘nose’, 
‘muzzle’, etc.), and dunc‘ ‘the projecting part of the head, including the nose, mouth 
and jaws’ (Matak‘ia Abeta or Grigor Akanec‘i /13^ cent./, etc.; widespread in the 
dialects), unless this comes from *ond-und‘, as is interpreted in Margaryan 1971: 
219-221. Otherwise: QIE *upo-(H)nehzs- > PArm. *upun(a)- > *un- + -C' 
analogically after the above-mentioned dunc‘ and pinč‘. 

Alternative: QIE *up-os-nieh;- ‘that above the mouth’ (: Shughni bún ‘beard’, if 
from *upäfha)nä-, cf. Y Av. änhan- ‘mouth’; see s.v. yawn-k‘. 


unj,, o-stem: GDSg anj-o-y in Gregory of Nyssa ‘bottom, depth (of a sea, etc.); root; 
the underground, Underworld'. P*awstos Buzand, Hexaemeron, Philo, etc. 
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In P‘awstos Buzand 4.18 (1883=1984: 109'^5: zi er hareal zxorann i jor yunj 
berdin : “for the tent was pitched in the gorge beneath the fortress" (transl. Garsoian 
1989: 1495, In 4.8 (82' transl. 128): API unj-s ‘roots’ and anj-ov-in ‘with roots’. 
In 4.54 (143-115; and unj “into the earth". Further, see 4.8 on the place-name 
K'ar(ah)unj. 

L. Hovhannisyan (1990a: 153) has found an-unj ‘bottomless’ (not in NHB) 
attested in Agat'angelos. Acaryan (HAB 3: 604b) records the word referring to 
“Arjetn bararan" (1865) but not mentioning any literary attestation. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 604b. 

See s.vv. uf: ‘treasure’, unj; ‘soot’, and 1.12.6. 


un], prob. ‘treasure, treasury, granary, barn’. 

In P‘awstos Buzand 5.6 (1883=1984: 171''”): i gawarn Ayrayratu i mec i gewin 
anjin ark ‘uni, orum Ardeansn koc‘en. Garsoian (1989: 196, cf. also 3125, 444-445) 
translates as follows: “to the large village named Ardeans, at the royal [fortress] of 
the district of Ayrarat”. Malxasyanc‘ (1987: 313) renders anj-in by ModArm. kalvac 
‘estate’. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 3: 605a) identifies with Georg. unji ‘treasure’, of which 
unj-eba (verb) is derived, corresponding to Arm. ganj-em in the Bible. Then he 
(ibid.) notes that he does not know whether there is a connection with un, ‘depth, 
bottom’ (q.v.). I think the connection is very plausible. The semantic development 
would have been **bottom, depth, the underground’ > *buried/underground treasure 
or granary’. Note that unj is attested in P‘awstos Buzand in various senses: ‘bottom, 
below’, ‘depth’, ‘root’ (see s.v. unj;), and ‘treasury, granary, barn’ (see the passage 
above). For semantic (cf. ganj) and etymological discussion, see 1.12.6. See also s.v. 
unj3. 

In the passage from P‘awstos, thus, Ardeans is said to be a village of the royal 
treasury or, perhaps better, of the royal granary/barn. This may be corroborated by 
the etymology of the place-name (q.v.). 


un]; ‘soot (in stoves; resulted by smoke); rust’. 

Two late attestations only: “History of the nation of the Archers (i.e. the 

Mongols)” by Matak‘ia Abela or Grigor Akanec‘i (13? cent.), and Oskip‘orik. 
@DIAL Preserved in some (mainly eastern) peripheral dialects, as unj or onj (without 
an initial h-): SamSadin/Dilijan [MeZunc‘ 1989: 196a]; Ares [Lusenc‘ 1982: 230a]; 
Samaxi [Batramyan 1964: 220], Kizen [Batramyan 1961: 197a], Larabat [Davt‘yan 
1966: 459], Goris [Margaryan 1975: 356], Metri [Atayan 1954: 283], Karéewan 
[Muradyan 1960: 202b], Kak‘avaberd [Muradyan 1967: 182a]. The basic meaning is 
‘soot’. 

Aéaryan specifies the semantic chain found in Larabal etc. as follows: ‘soot; 
iron-rust; sooty spider-web near stoves’ [Acarean 1913: 867b; HAB 3: 605a]. 
Concerning the spider-web, see below (Hin Juta); cf. also s.v. *mglamandi. The 
semantic relationship ‘soot’ : ‘spider-web’ parallels Akn mlul/r [HAB 3: 352b]. In 
Areš the meaning is ‘iron-rust’. Important is the meaning in Kizen: ‘rust; sediment’ 
(see below). 
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Amatuni (1912: 536b) records Van unj 'rust of metals'. He refers to the 
word-collection of T'oxmaxean compiled in the prison of Van, and one is not sure 
whether he had also an independent information for this word. 

Satax uc ‘soot’ (see M. Muradyan 1962: 203b) and Moks (the village of Sip) auc 
‘soot’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 137-138), both unnoticed by Aéaryan, seem to 
be very important. According to M. Muradyan 1982: 135, the meaning is ‘wet soot’. 

Some other forms appear with an initial m-: Hin Juta munj ‘spider-web’, Van and 
Marala munj-kat /muc-kat‘ ‘dropping of sooty water from the chimney; sooty water 
that drops from chimneys’, Ararat mnj-ot ‘sooty’ [Aéarean 1913: 796b; Aéaryan 
1952: 43, 82, 101, 286; HAB 3: 605a]. Acaryan (1952: 43) explains this m- by a 
confusion with munj ‘dumb’ (q.v.), which is semantically improbable. I think it 
should rather be explained by the influence of or contamination with mur and 
*murc- "soot, as well as mocir/mocir ‘ash’. For munj-kat'/muc-kat' cf. the 
synonymous mr-kat‘ in Alaskert (see Aéafean 1913: 802b). The variant muc-kat‘ 
can provide us with additional (indirect) evidence for the nasalless form *uc (Satax, 
Sip). 

For an alternative explanation for the initial m-, see below. 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. 

The word may be related with unj, “bottom, depth’ (> unj, ‘treasure’). Its basic 
meaning would then be ‘sediment/Bodensatz’ (< ‘settling, sinking down"); cf. mur 
‘soot’ vs. mrur ‘sediment’. Remarkably, Krzen unj refers to not only ‘rust’ (Zang), 
but also ‘sediment’ (mrur). The semantics is corroborated by mat-und‘ ‘sediment of 
grain left on the bottom of a sieve’ (with the first component mat ‘sieve’), attested in 
Oskip‘orik (probably by Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, 14-15" cent.). According to HAB (3: 
604b), this compound contains unj, ‘bottom’. This can serve as a semantic 
intermediary between unj, ‘bottom’ and unt, ‘soot (< sediment)’. Also the following 
seems relevant for the connection: unj5 ‘soot (< sediment)’ has been preserved only 
in SE dialects (Goris, Larabal, etc.), and unj; ‘bottom’ is absent in the dialects. 
However, the latter is found in a number of place-names located in Goris and 
adjacent areas (cf. K ‘ar(ah)unj), and Grigor T‘at‘ewac‘i (see above on mat-und‘) has 
lived in Tat‘ew, in vicinity of Goris. 

The etymology is uncertain. Besides, unj; ‘soot’, being basically a dialectal word, 
has a by-form *uc in Satax and Sip (as well as, indirectly, in Van and Marala), 
which seems to be older, because the addition of an epenthetic -n- is quite 
widespread in Armenian dialects (see 2.2.1.3), while a loss of an etymological -n- is 
hardly probable. M. Muradyan (1962: 53, 62) assumes that in Satax ud the nasal has 
dropped. This is not convincing, because the only other example, that is Anunk‘ 
‘baptism’ > kanuk‘y, has a secondary -unk', and knuk‘ (attested literarily, too) can be 
seen as another analogical creation deduced from knk‘em ‘to stamp; to baptize’; the 
root knik‘ ‘stamp; baptism’, with an etymological -i-, is not preserved in the dialects. 
On the contrary, the addition of the nasal is quite frequent in Satax; see M. 
Muradyan 1962: 64. 

Arm. *uc ‘soot’ can go back to IE *sod-iV- ‘soot’: PSlav. *sadia (OCS sazda 
*GáopoAog', Czech saze, Russ. saza, etc.), Lith. suodziai pl., OIc, OEngl. sot, Engl. 
soot, Olr. sitide f. (< *sodia-) (see Pokorny 1959: 886; Fasmer 3, 1971: 544); 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 522b). This is derived from *sed- ‘to sit’ and basically means 
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‘sediment/Bodensatz’. Thus, Arm. unj, ‘bottom, depth’ might be cognate, too. 
Compare e.g. MWelsh sawdd ‘Tiefe, Absinken’, also from *sed- ‘to sit’. 

On the other hand, unj ‘soot; rust’ is reminiscent of Arm. dial. *banj ‘mould; 
rust: Xarberd, Manisa, K‘h banjotil ‘to mould’ [Aéafean 1913: 174b; Gabikean 
1952: 107], Xarberd, Berri, Balu banj *mould' and derivatives [Sargisean 1932: 368: 
Batramyan 1960: 114a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 163ab]. The meaning ‘rust’ is 
present in Xarberd and Balu [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 163b]. 

Aéaryan (1913: 174b) notes that the root is unknown to him. 

Bearing in mind the Iranian anlaut fluctuation v-/b-/m-, one may tentatively 
connect *banj ‘mould; rust’ (from an Iranian unattested form?) with unt: (dial. also 
*munj) ‘soot; rust’. For the semantics, see s.v. mglim.'” 


uši, *ho/u8i probably ‘storax-tree’ and ‘holm-oak’. Attested only in Yaysmawurk‘, 
probably as equivalent to ser = Gr. orópaé 'storax-tree, Styrax officinalis’, which is 
a resiniferous tree (q.v.). 
eDIAL Aécaryan (HAB 3: 606b) records only Mus həši ‘a shrub with leaves 
resembling those of the willow’; according to others, as he points out: ‘a kind of 
oak-tree growing in forests, the leaves of which serve as fodder for sheep in winter’. 

One finds the word also in other dialects: 

Sasun hosi, hos-k-i ‘oak-tree’ [Petoyan 1954: 140; 1965: 140]. According to 
K‘alant‘ar (1895: 53), the leaves of Sasun hasi and in ‘i [also the latter refers to 
‘oak’, see Petoyan 1965: 477] serve as fodder for sheep in winter. 

Dersim (K‘H) hasgi ‘oak of sun-side' (aregdemi katni) [Batramyan 1960: 148b]. 

Sasun and Dersim forms presuppose *hos-k-i, with the tree-suffix -k on which see 
2.3.1. 
eSEMANTICS The term seems to represent three denotata: (1) a kind of resiniferous 
(and coniferous?) tree, since it corresponds to Gr. ‘storax-tree’; (2) a willow-like 
shrub or tree; (3) a kind of oak. 

A probable basic candidate may be the holm-tree which, with its evergreen 
foliage, may be related with resiniferous and/or coniferous trees. Compare t'elaws 
that refers to ‘holm-oak’ on the one hand, and to ‘cedar, pine’ on the other (q.v.). 
The Larabat term continuing ¢ ‘efaws, namely ¢ ‘atusi, is said to denote a kind of tree 
the leaves of which serve as fodder for goats. This matches the description of Mus, 
Sasun hasi above. 

As for the association with a willow-like tree, see the material s.vv. aygi 
‘vineyard’ and gi ‘juniper’. Compare also Gr. opidag ‘yew, or bindweed, or 
holm-oak’ rendered by Arm. ge#j ‘bindweed, convolvulus; yew-tree’ (q.v.). 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 3: 606b. 

Jahukyan (1967: 255; in 1987: 141, with a question mark) connects with Lith. 
uosis “ash-tree’, etc., and Arm. hac‘i ‘ash-tree’, positing *osk'iia-. The *-sK"- (next 
to *-sk- in hac'i 'ash-tree") is not clear, however. One may assume that the 
Armenian form reflects a metathesized form found also in Gr. dëng, -n “beech; 
spear-shaft made from its wood, spear'. The vowel -u- in the Greek form is probably 
due to the etymological or folk-etymological relation with ócóg ‘sharp’ (see P. 


13 An alternative is: QIE *h;ong"-iV- (cf. *h;ong"-(o/0)I- ‘coal’; see s.v. acul/x ‘coal; soot’) 
> unj ‘soot’. 
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Friedrich 1970: 95-96). For QIE *ks- > Arm. -$- (ruki-rule in internal position), see 
2.1.12. Next to Cheremis osko ‘ash’, note Erzamordvin uks(o) ‘elm, ash’ (see 
Normier 1981: 23-24). Thus: QIE *h3ek-s-ieh>- > PArm. *hosiya- > *hosi. On the 
other hand, the by-form usi, if old, points to QIE *Hoks- from *HoHs- (cf. Lith. 
uosis ‘ash-tree’, etc.); see s.vv. hac i and hoyn. 

For the semantic shift ‘ash’ > ‘storax-tree’ and ‘(holm-)oak’ the following is 
relevant. Both the ash and the storax (1) have valuable wood of which spears or 
other implements are made; (2) produce manna or gum-resin. Note that in Sasun the 
manna is found on leaves of oak-trees, and this tree is here called hasi (which is our 
word) or /otp‘i. For more details, see s.vv. melex, ser. 


us, o-stem ‘shoulder’ (Bible+); ‘flank of a mountain’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, see below); 
the latter meaning is present in the dialect of Larabal; note also us, us-ak ‘hill’ 
(Step‘anos Orbelean, Siwnik*) [HAB 3: 609b]. 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.30 (1913-1990: 83°”; transl. Thomson 1978: 120): 
yareweleay usoy meci lerinn minc ew: i sahmans Golt'an “from the Eastern flank of 
the great mountain as far as the borders of Golt'n". 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects. With initial A "-: Juta h’us [Aécarean 1940: 381a]; 
y-: Agulis yons [HAB 3: 609-610]. Two textual illustrations of the Agulis form, 
transcribed as eons, can be found in Patkanov 1869: 27. 

Frozen plural instrumental: Larabat os-uk' : min xurjin osuk ‘a k‘ac‘ac ‘a dubble- 
bag on/around the shoulders’ [HZHek* 5, 1966: 20971 xurjina <...> osük'o Ee 
(ibid. 109, 111'?). The same expression is found in singular: xurjina <...> asava 
k‘c - [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 647]. 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde 1854: 26.9; Dervischjan 1877: 96; Hübschmann 
1883: 47; 1897: 484), connected with Gr. duoc m. ‘the shoulder with the upper 
arm’, Lat. umerus, i m. ‘shoulder’, Skt. amsa- m. ‘shoulder’ (RV+), Hitt. anassa- 
‘part of the back’, Goth. API amsans ‘shoulder’, etc. [HAB 3: 609b]. 

The loss of *n before *s in Arm. us ‘shoulder and amis ‘month’ (q.v.) was 
posterior to the development *s > A, to the assibilation of PIE *K to *s and to the 
raising of *o to u before a nasal consonant (Kortlandt 1976: 92; 1980: 101 = 2003: 
2, 29; cf. Beekes 2003: 180, 209). It seems impossible to determine whether Arm. us 
continues the full grade as Skt. dmsa-, or the lengthened grade as Gr. uoç [Olsen 
1999: 21]. The vocalism of the Greek is troublesome (see Beekes 1972: 127; 
Nassivera 2000: 6516 with ref.). 

In view of Toch. A es, B antse ‘shoulder’ probably pointing to *A;emso-, as well 
as the lack of initial aspiration in Arm. us and Hittite anassa-, one reconstructs PIE 
*h;omso- rather than *h3;emso- [Lubotsky 1988: 75; Schrijver 1991: 51; Beekes 
2003: 168-169]. Adams (1999: 43) assumes *h,,0m(e)so-. On the alternative 
*h ehzms- and a discussion of some related issues, see Nassivera 2000: 65-6716. 

Lat. umerus, i m. ‘shoulder’ may point to QIE *Homes- [Schrijver 1991: 51; 
Adams 1999: 43]. In view of the Latin as well as Gr. Hesychian duéow: @uonAaraı 
*shoulder-blades', one posits a PIE s-stem *h,0m-s- : *h5m-es-, although the Greek 
form is considered uncertain (given the preserved -o-, probably of non-Greek 
origin), and the Latin -e- has been treated by others as an anaptyctic vowel; for 
references and a discussion, see Beekes 1972: 127; Nassivera 2000: 6516. 
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I assume that the PIE word for ‘shoulder’ may reflect HD s-stem of the subtype 4, 
like the word for ‘nose’: nom. *néh;-s-s, acc. *nh;-és-m, gen. *nh;-s-ós [Beekes 
1995: 180]. The nominative might have been *i,0m-s-s. At a later stage of IE, the 
word may have shifted its declension type into */1;0mso- under the influence of PIE 
*Horso- ‘buttocks, on which see s.v. or ‘id.’. Thus: nom. */;óm-s-s, acc. *h»m-és-m, 
gen. *A;m-s-ós. Compare the word for ‘mouth’, another s-stem probably with o- 
grade in the nominative, although this is a neuter and should belong to PD type: 
nom. *HóH-os, gen. *HH-és-(o)s, cf. Skt. ás- n., Lat. os, oris n., Hitt. a-i-is(-), etc. 

In what follows I argue that, apart from Lat. umerus and Hesychian au&ow, *h;m- 
és- may be corroborated also by Arm. dial. (Agulis) *uns. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 3: 609b), the nasal in Agulis yons is a an important 
archaic relic of the *-m- of the Indo-European form. The development *-Ns > Arm. - 
s is Pan-Armenian, however, and is reflected in ClArm. and in all the dialects, 
including Agulis (see 2.1.11). The assumption that Agulis *uns continues the same 
proto-form as ClArm. us does, namely PIE *Homso-, and has preserved the nasal 
whereas it has been lost everywhere else is thus untenable. I assume that PArm. 
hypothetical paradigm nom. *u(m)s : acc. *umes- (probably from older *ames-, 
analogically after nom. *um- « *h;om-) has been preserved up to the earliest stages 
of the classical period, and the nominative has generalized the nasal of the 
accusative. This interpretation of the Agulis archaism in terms of (mutual) 
relationship between the old nominative and accusative parallels that of Agulis 
*kalc ‘vs. ClArm. kat n ‘milk’ (q.v.). 

In such cases, a word of caution is always in order. One should first try to 
"exhaust" all the easier and secondary possibilities. For instance, many Armenian 
body-part terms have -un- in their forms (t'ikunk' ‘back, shoulder’, cung ‘knee’, 
srunk‘ ‘shinbone’, elungn ‘nail’, yawn-k' / *un-k' ‘brow’, etc.), which could have 
influenced the Agulis form. 

Note also Oss. Iron on, Digoron one, ionc ‘shoulder blade’ (on the vocalism, see 
Cheung 2002: 211-212). The initial i- in Digoron is compared with the article or the 
prefix *ui- (see Abaev, 2: 227-228; EtimSlovIranJaz 1, 2000: 152), and the final -æ 
perhaps points to an old dual *-@ [Cheung 2002: 211-212]. One may wonder, thus, if 
yons can be explained by contamination with Oss. or Alan *(w)ion-. Further, cf. dial. 
*omuz/umuz ‘shoulder’ from Turkish. 

Nevertheless, my explanation in paradigmatic terms seems to be the most 
plausible, especially in view of what has been said on Agulis *kaic‘ vs. ClArm. 
kat n ‘milk’. 

ustr, GSg uster, API uster-s, GDPI *uster-a-c‘ ‘son’ (Bible+). Often used in 
opposition to dustr ‘daughter’. For textual illustrations, see NHB (s.v.) and Olsen 
1999: 14959). 

Independently of dustr, e.g. in P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 /5" cent./ (1883=1984: 
104-7 transl. Garsoian 1989: 145): Bayc' cnaw apa P‘aranjem t'agaworin ustr mi, 
ew koc ec ‘in zanun nora Pap “But then P'aranjem bore a boy to the king and he was 
called Pap". 
eETYM Probably from PIE *su(H)k- ‘to suck’: OEngl. sücan ‘saugen’, Latv. sukt ‘to 
suck’, sunka ‘juice’ (see Derksen 1996: 307), Lat. siicus ‘juice, sap; vital fluid in 
trees and plants’ (next to sūgō ‘to suck’, presupposing PIE *-g-), etc. [HAB 
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611-612]. The semantic development ‘sucker’ > ‘son’ is common; cf. Latv. dels 
‘son’, Lat. filius ‘son’, etc. The "-fer- in the Armenian is usually considered 
analogical after dustr ‘daughter’. Alternatively: *suH- (cf. Gr. vióç m. ‘son’, Skt. 
sunu- ‘son’, etc.); see Pokorny 1959: 914; Szemerényi 1977: 19 (and 196, with lit.); 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 423, 765; Olsen 1999: 149. The analogical influence 
with dustr may have been mutual. 


utem ‘to cat’ (Bible+). Alongside utem we have the suppletive aorist ker-a-. For the 
paradigm and a discussion of its origin, see Laragyulyan 1961: 164-165; Barton 
1989: 147, 147-1484, 149-150, 152. 
@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 3: 613a]. 
eETYM Since long (Klaproth, NHB, Petermann, Gosche, etc., see HAB 3: 612-613), 
connected with Gr. ôw, Lat. edo, Skt. ad-, pres. átti, adanti ‘to eat’, OCS jasti ‘to 
eat’, Goth. itan ‘to eat’, etc. from PIE *hjed- ‘to eat’ (see Hübschmann 1897: 485; 
Meillet 1916h: 188-189; Pokorny 1959: 287; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 61; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 175a). 

The Armenian form requires QIE *h,öd-e/o- in lengthened grade, the origin of 
which is disputed. Meillet (1929; 1936: 47-48, 134; see also HAB 3: 612b) posits 
*od- seen also in the Greek reduplicated noun &öwön “food, meal’ and compares 
with unim ‘to have, hold’ (q.v.) from *öp-ne- vs. Hitt. ep-mi. Hamp 1967: 15 
mentions this view and adds that “the vocalism of utem is reminiscent of a sort of 
perfect, as well as a nominal formation”. For his further analysis, see s.v. ampem ‘to 
drink’. Beekes (1973: 95-96; 1974: 183; cf. 1972: 127) posits a PD 
(proterodynamic) perfect ablauting paradigm with *o in singular and Se in plural and 
compares with unim ‘to have, hold’. 

According to Godel (1965: 26; 1975: 123), utem, substituted to the old athematic 
present *h,ed-mi (cf. Skt. ddmi, etc.), seems traceable to an iterative-durative present 
*odeye/o- (for the *-o- cf. the instances like Gr. £c ‘I thrust, push’, etc.); see also 
Melchert 1979: 268; Schmitt 1981: 157; Klingenschmitt 1982: 157. Jahukyan (1982: 
172, 22855 cf. Saradzeva 1986: 138) derived utem from PIE *öd-mi (with 
subsequent thematization > *od-e-mi), citing Godel’s view without further comment. 
Kortlandt (1986: 40; 1998a: 20 — 2003: 70, 125; see also Beekes 2003: 181) 
suggests a formation with the prefix *som- (cf. Ved. sám-ad-; Spanish como « com- 
edo ‘I eat’). 

On the whole, the explanation through a perfect formation seems the most 
probable, although some of the other explanations (e.g. the assumption on an 
iterative-durative present) are worth of consideration, too. As to the comparison with 
the Greek reduplicated noun &öwön ‘food, meal’, note Arm. ker-a-kur ‘food’ and 
denominative kerakrem 'to feed' (see s.v. ker- *to eat"). 


ur ‘where, where to’ (interrog.), ‘wherever’ (Bible+). As explicitly pointed out by 
Aéaryan (HAB 3: 613a), the older distinction (ur static vs. yo allative/directive) has 
been removed at later stages. 


134 One may alternatively assume a reduplicated present: *h;o-h;d- > ut-. For the o-vocalism 
cf. Lith. duodu < *do-dh;- from *deh;- ‘to give’ (on which see Beekes 1995: 229; Derksen 
2002-03: 7). 
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An old *y-ur may be reconstructed on the basis of the dialectal forms. 

In Nersés Lambronaci (12" cent.), as well as in the dialect of Juta (h’ur, see 
below), ur 1s used in the meaning "why?' [HAB 3: 613b]. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 613b]. Note Suc'ava, etc. urux and T‘iflis 
uruk -min ‘at some place’. 

The initial h’- in Ala&kert, Mu’, Moks, Juta, as well as, perhaps, h- in Larabat, 
may testify for an old *y-ur (see 2.3.1). Zeyt'un yoy and Hačən yuy (see HAB 3: 
613b; Aéaryan 2003: 334) may also continue *y-ur, although this is uncertain, since 
these dialects display various reflexes for the initial y-, namely h-, y-, and zero (see 
Ačatyan 2003: 113-114). For uła h’- < y-, see Aéatean 1940: 125-127. 

Hamšen nir, ner, neor, nür, nur (see Aéatyan 1947: 250) and Agulis nar (see 
Aéarean 1935: 383) represent an initial n-. On this, see below. 
eETYM Compared with Lith. kur ‘where’ (adv.), or with Uran, *ku-tra: Skt. kútra 
(adv., in questions later) ‘where, somewhere (indef.)’ (RV+), OAv. Audra (adv.) 
‘where, where to’, YAv. Audra ‘ob wohl (in questions)’ (see Hübschmann 1897: 
481; HAB 3: 613). For a discussion of the -r- and related problems, see Vanseveren 
1995; Hamp 1997a: 20-21. Viredaz (2005: 85-86) proposes a derivation from PIE 
*k"u-d'e ‘where’ (interrog.): Skt. kuha ‘where’, OCS Erde ‘where, when’, etc. 
However, the development of Arm -r- from intervocalic *d" is uncertain. 

It is better to link the pronominal stem o- ‘who, etc.’ and ur ‘where’ with PIE 
forms with an initial *- rather than *k"- (cf. Skt. yá- ‘who, which’, etc.; note Pol. 
jak ‘how’ beside Russ. kak ‘how’), see Kortlandt 1983: 11; 1997: 7; 1998 = 2003: 
41, 120, 122-124; Weitenberg 1986: 91; Clackson 1994: 52; Beekes 2003: 162-163. 

The final -r in ur > is also found in i-r ‘thing’ and o-r ‘which’ (see Hübschmann 
1897: 481 and especially HAB 3: 613). That these do not have locative function is 
not a problem since relative and interrogative pronouns often interchange, e.g., the 
meanings ’where’ and ’who’, cf. the cases of *k"or and *kwufr) (see 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 456b). Acaryan (HAB 3: 548a) points out that Arm. o- (q.v.) 
has locative (allative) function in y-o (< *i-o, a prepositional accusative) “where to 
(interrog.)’ (Bible+; the dialect of Svedia). Besides, whatever the origin of Arm. -r, 
one sees internal parallel formations on the basis of o-, u-, and 1-: o-r, u-r, i-r, o-mn, 
i-mn, etc. Furthermore, ur also has a non-locative meaning, namely ‘why?’ (Nerses 
Lambronac‘i, 12" century; Juta h’ur [HAB 3: 613b]). 

Next to a number of dialects showing probable reflexes of *y-ur, as we saw 
above, Hamšen nir, ner, neor, nür, nur (see Acatyan 1947: 250) and Agulis nor (see 
Acafean 1935: 383) represent an initial n-. For other cases of addition of an initial n- 
in these dialects, see Acaryan 1947: 73 (eraz ‘dream’ — Hamsen neraz) and 1935: 
147 (verbs starting with a vowel), without an explanation. Note also Astapat ner 
‘why?’ next to Marala, Van, etc. her from er (see HAB 2: 119b; Acaryan 1952: 101, 
259)." Since the above-mentioned preposition y- derives from PIE */;en- ‘in’, one 
is tempted to treat this n- as an archaic reflex of the nasal in "A;en- ‘in’, thus: 
*hen-(i)ur > PArm. *inur > *nur. It is even possible to derive *y-ur and *n-ur from 


135 The Hamšen forms of *(n)ur ‘where to’ with many vocalic variants may be due to 
contamination with er ‘why’. 
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*h,en-k'ur > PArm. *igur (cf. yisun ‘fifty’ from *penk".); on this, see 2.3.1. 
Alternatively, one may treat *n-ur as *and-ur > *annur > *(o)nur." 
I conclude that next to ur there was an old by-form *y-ur. 


urd, lately: i-stem ‘a small canal/brook to water gardens with’; attested in Philo, 
Gregory of Nyssa, and Paterica. Note also urd: Ic ‘eal (‘filled’) in Bargirk* hayoc‘ 
[Amalyan 1975: 262"?*. which Aéatyan (HAB 3: 410b) places s.v. yurt ‘i (q.v.). 
eDIAL Jula urd, Agulis cord [örd], Salmast yürt‘ (> Turk. dial. yrirt), Mu& urd‘, 
Alaskert urt' according to Amatuni (1912: 538a), also urc‘ (in the village of 
Mastara), and Van compound *urd-kap [HAB 3: 616b]. Now we can add Goris hart‘ 
‘water way; pool; brook-mouth' (also *belly'?) [Margaryan 1975: 357b, 429a]; Metri 
örd “water way’ [Alayan 1954: 283b]. 

Note also Urmia, Salmast urj “an island or peninsula in a river’ [GwrUrmSalm 2, 
1898: 98]. For the semantic derivation ‘water(ed)’ > ‘island’, see 3.4.2. The affricate 
-j can be compared with Mastara urc ' above. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 616a. The derivation from 
*ud-ro- from the PIE word for "water": Skt. udrá- m. “fish otter’, YAv. udra- m. 
‘otter’, Gr. bdpog m. ‘watersnake’, Gäng f. *watersnake', OHG ottar ‘otter’, etc. (see 
Dervischjan 1877: 89; Lap'anc'yan 1961: 151-152) 1s not convincing since the 
expected form is Arm. *urt-. Iranian borrowing is not plausible either since the 
semantics is remote, and e.g. vagr ‘tiger’ and the name Tigran display no 
metathesis. 

Alayan (1974: 64) connects with Lat. portus ‘gate’ (cf. portus, -üs m. ‘harbour, 
haven, port; mouth of a river’), Gr. zópogc ‘ford, ferry; narrow part of the sea, strait; 
bridge; passage, opening’, etc., and Arm. erd, dial. *yurd ‘roof-window’. This is 
possible, but uncertain. 

I alternatively propose a connection with Alb. hurdhé f. ‘pond, pool; swamp’ (on 
which see Demiraj 1997: 205) < PAlb. *uröa- < IE *uhr-d”eh>-, from *uehjr- 
‘water’: Skt. var-, väri- n. ‘water’, Y Av. vāra- m. ‘rain’, Parth. w’r ‘drip of rain’, 
MPers. wäran, Pers. baran ‘rain’ (cf. also, perhaps, Arm. etymologically obscure 
varar ‘abundant (water, river)’, and vard-a-var ‘folk festivity of water-pouring’), 
Luv. ua-a-ar ‘water’, Olc. vari m. ‘liquid, water’, OPr. wurs ‘pond, pool’, etc. 

Perhaps composed as PIE *uhjr- ‘water’ + *d'eh;- ‘to put, make’ (cf. Skt. dha- 
‘to put, place, make, produce’, etc.; see s.v. dnem ‘to put; to make, build"): 
*uh r-d”ehz. We may be dealing with an Armeno-Albanian innovation. 
Alternatively: an old Balkan substratum/cultural word. 

Mastara urc‘ ‘canal’ and Urmia, Salmast urj ‘an island or peninsula in a river’ (< 
‘watered’), with a final affricate, may be hypothetically derived from (analogical) 
nominative *urd-s (see 2.2.1.2). 


urju, a-stem ‘stepson or stepdaughter’; attested in Severian of Gabala (GDPI 
arju-ac ‘), Eusebius of Caesarea. 
eETYM Bugge (1892: 451; 1893: 23) derives from *ordi-u, composed of ordi 
‘generation, son/daughter, espec. son’ and the suffix -u as in mawr-u ‘stepmother’. 
Aéaryan (HAB 3: 618-619; 4: 641-642) rejects the connection and derives the word 


136 One wonders whether the n- is due to influence of Turk. nere ‘where’. 
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from PIE *putro- (cf. Skt. putra- m., Av. puvra- m. ‘son, child, young of an animal’, 
etc.), treating the -j- as a genitive as in gel- (see s.v. giw! ‘village’), cf. get-j-uk 
‘peasant’. One misses here the origin of -/-. 

This etymology would become easier if one assumes an i-stem or *-io- suffix (cf. 
*putrio- mentioned in Jahukyan 1987: 186 sceptically), or an original feminine: 
*putr-i(e)h;- > PArm. *u(w)r-j-. The final -u is readily explained as analogical after 
mawr-u ‘stepmother’. 

Jahukyan (1987: 143, 186) accepts Bugge’s etymology with reservation and 
considers the other one as less probable. Then he (op. cit. 259-260) points out that 
the PIE origin of urju is doubtful. The word has been explained as a vrddhi- 
derivative from ordi [Pedersen 1906: 360 = 1982: 138; Olsen 1989a: 21; 1999: 2134, 
2237]. Note that Olsen (1989a: 21) derives *örtyo- > urju from the root of Gr. donn 
‘rise’, but in 1999: 441-442 accepts the derivation of ordi from *portio-. The 
connection with ordi is accepted also by Clackson (1994: 147), although, as he 
points out, “an exact morphological analysis is extremely difficult”. 


P* 


p‘aycaln, an-stem: GDSg p'aycalan (Plato), p'aycian(n) (Geoponica) ISg 
p aycalam-b (Socrates); spelled also as p'ayjain (Socrates); p‘aycein (Grigor 
Tat‘ewac‘i, Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i) ‘spleen’. 

Attested in John Chrysostom, Philo, Plato, Grigor Magistros, etc. [NHB 2: 930b; 
HAB 4: 477; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 411a]. 
eDIAL Agulis p aycäln, p'áycál, Samaxi p 'ayc ‘ax, Larabat p ‘dcetna, p 'ácaina, Moks 
p acet (according to Orbeli 2002: 341, p 'acex, pl. p 'acexk?ir), Mus, Alaskert p ‘ajet, 
Ararat p ‘ec ‘el, p 'ijex, Juta p 'icel, Lazax p ic ‘ax, Tiflis p 'icil, p ‘ic ‘ax, Xotorjur sipex, 
etc. ‘spleen’ [HAB 4: 478a]. 

Samaxi has p 'a(y)c ‘ax, p‘acetna; in the village of K“’ärk“änj: p oc zx, with an 
exceptional sound change ay > > [Batramyan 1964: 33, 229]. 

According to Haéean (YuSamXotorj 1964: 508a), Xotorjur sipex refers to 
*kidneys'. On the formal problems of the Xotorjur, see below. 
eETYM Since long (de Lagarde [Boetticher] 1850: 363N°; 1854: 267°, 
Dervischjan 1877: 4), compared with the PIE word for ‘spleen’: Skt. plihan- m., 
Y Av. sparazan- m., MPers. spurz, spul < SWIr. *sprdan-, NPers. sipurz, Gr. onAnv 
m. (cf. also ozA&yyvov n., pl. ozA&yyva ‘inward parts, esp. the heart, lungs, liver, 
kidneys; sacrificial feast’, metaph. ‘the seat of the feelings, affections’), Lat. lien (< 
*lihen?, see Schrijver 1991: 122), Olr. selg, SerbCS slezena, Latv. liésa, etc. [Walde 
1909; HAB 4: 477-478; Pokorny 1959: 987; Klingenschmitt 1982: 166-167; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 815; Ravnæs 1991: 120; Mallory/Adams 1997: 538b; 
Beekes 2003: 197]. Sceptical: Hübschmann 1876: 777 (1897 vacat). 

Despite formal problems, which are usually explained through tabuistic sound- 
replacements (see Meillet apud Vendryes 1914: 310 and references above), all these 
forms obviously point to a PIE term. Frisk (2: 770) rightly notes: “Mehrere der idg. 
Benennungen der Milz zeigen trotz großer lautlicher Variation eine unverkennbare 
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Ähnlichkeit, die nicht zufällig sein kann”. One usually reconstructs *spelg"-, 
*snl6"en-, etc. 

According to de Lagarde (1854: 26"), Arm. p'aycain derives from older 
*p laican. Aéatyan (HAB 4: 477b) posits Arm. p‘aycain and *p‘acayin coming 
from older *p‘aylcan. Jahukyan (1987: 150) prefers *p‘atcayn and reconstructs 
*p''alénid- with a question mark. 

If the Sanskrit and Latin forms allow reconstructing a by-form with internal *-i- 
(which is uncertain), it may also account for the internal -y- of the Armenian, 
although details remain unclear. 

According to Jahukyan (1967: 15455), the internal -c‘- in some dialects, going 
back to *-j- < *-¢"-, points to secondariness of -c- in ClArm. p‘ayc‘ain. One may 
rather assume an assimilation p‘..c > p‘...c‘, cf. p'etur ‘feather’ > Marata p ut ‘ur, 
Larabat t 'ep ‘ur’, etc. 

Acafyan (ibid.) derives the dialectal forms from p 'aycaf[n] and *p'acayl[n] > 
*p 'acel, with the exception of Xotorjur sipex. According to him, the latter goes back 
to OArm. *sipeln or *sipayln, an archaic form which is different from the classical 
one and goes back to a QIE form with *sp- rather than *sp^- (the latter being 
responsible for the initial aspirated p ‘- of the classical form p 'aycain), and with loss 
of *-¢'- as in Gr. oi, This is accepted by Jahukyan (1982: 111), who posits dial. 
*spayln, and H. Suk'iasyan (1986: 231), who treats Xotorjur sipex as a root variant, 
without the determinative *-$-. 

The analysis of Acatyan is not convincing. There is no evidence for variation *sp- 
: *sp'-. Alongside PIE *pV- > Arm. (h)V-, we can speak of *sp- > Arm. sp- and 
*(s)p- > Arm. p“ (for the material and a discussion, see Hiersche 1964; Jahukyan 
1982: 47-48, 66-67; Beekes 2003: 197). Besides, the Xotorjur form, in my view, 
may be explained in a more plausible and attractive way. 

Cappadocian Greek (Phárasa) zeioayı ‘spleen’ is considered to be an Armenian 
loan; see Karolides (KapoAıöng) 1885: 96; de Lagarde 1886: 60b; Bugge 1893: 11; 
Dawkins 1916: 196, 632-633; HAB 4: 478a. This form may have been borrowed 
into Xotorjur sipex through metathesis /labial...dental/ > /dental...labial/, cf. put 
‘poppy’, ‘drop’ > Larabat top ‘id.’, p'etur ‘feather’ > dial. (Zeyt'un, Xarberd, 
Hamsen, Karin, Alaskert, Larabal, Agulis, Jula, etc.) "tep'ur, perhaps also Arm. 
*t'epek ‘ape; jackal’ if borrowed from Gr. ridnkog ‘ape’ (see 2.1.26.2). Xotorjur 
sipex ‘spleen’, thus, may be regarded as a back-loan: Arm. p‘aycain ‘spleen’ > 
Cappadocian Greek zeioayı ‘id.’ > Xotorjur sipex ‘id.’ (on back-loans, see 1.10). 

Arm. dial. Akn, C‘arsanéag, Tivrik *kayc-ar ‘tongs, fire-tongs’ [Aéatean 1913: 
544b] has been borrowed into Cappadocian (Phárasa) kailap ‘tongs’ (see HAB 2: 
507b for references and a discussion); according to Dawkins (1916: 605b): kaizoapı. 
Arm. -ayc- is reflected here as -ai¢- or -aito-, in contrast with -eio- in the word for 
‘spleen’. The reason for this may be that Cappadocian zeioayı ‘spleen’ has been 
taken over from Arm. dial. *p 'eyc 'ex/*p ‘ic ‘ex (with aspirated -c -; see above). One 
might posit the following distribution: Arm. non-aspirated -c- (^ voiced -j- in the 
relevant dialectal areas) ` Cappadocian affricate -¢- or -ro-; Arm. aspirated -c“ : 
Cappadocian sibilant -o-. 
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Laz p'anc 'ala ‘spleen’ (next to Georg. p“ac’ali/a ‘id.’), which is considered to be 
an Armenian loan (see HAB 4: 478a), seems to point to QIE *(s)p(I)ng-, cf. Gr. 
omAayyvov. 

See also s.v. p Tj-uk ‘bitterness of heart’. 


p‘ayt, i-stem: GDSg p 'ayt-i, AblSg i/z- p'ayte, ISg p 'ayt-i-w, LocSg i p'ayt-i, GDPI 
p ayt-i-c', AbIPI i/z- p'ayt-i-c' (rich evidence in the Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 
1492-1493) ‘wood, piece of wood; tree; gallows’ (Bible+). 

Some textual illustrations for different semantic nuances: Deuteronomy 19.5 (Cox 
1981: 152): mtanic‘é and ankeri iwrum i mayri harkanel p ‘ayt “goes into the forest 
with his friend to cut wood". Job 30.4 (Cox 2006: 192): zarmats p 'aytic' caméin i 
sastik sovoy “chewed on tree roots out of great hunger". 2 Kings 23.21: p ‘ayt kamrji 
(see Clackson 1994: 227,53, and s.v. kamurj ‘bridge’). Genesis 40.19 (Zeyt'unyan 
1985: 337): kaxesc ‘€ zk'ez zp 'ayte, ew keric'en t'rc'unk' erknic‘ zmarmin k‘o i k'en 
“(he) will hang you on a tree, and the birds will eat the flesh from you”. 

Agat'angelos 102 (1909-1980: 61-5): kocels p 'ayt-i-c' ‘blocks of wood’ (see the 
passage s.v. olok‘ ‘shin’). Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.49 (1913-1991: 177"): Jerntu lini 
nma ew Erasx p 'aytiwk' mayreac ' *The Araxes [river] provided him with wood (of 
forests)"; for a discussion of this passage, see s.v. mayri *woods'. The meaning "a 
piece of wood (as a lot)’ is found in Elise (Ter-Minasyan 1989: 102-5; transl. 
Thomson 1982: 102): p‘ayt ankenuin ew vicaks arkanéin “they threw sticks and 
drew lots"; cf. dial. čp‘ Keel and Pers. cob andaxtan (HAB 4: 478a; Thomson 
1982: 102s). 

In Movsés Xorenac'i 2.6 (1913-1991: 109'°; transl. Thomson 1978: 135) one 
finds a derivative an-p ‘ayt *anwooded'. 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 478]. 

Interesting is Mus, Ala&kert p ‘ic ‘uk (ibid.), Van, Aparan p 'icuk (Amatuni 1912: 
651b) < *p'it-(a)c'-uk ‘dead’ (said of animals)’, based on the denominative verb 
p 'it-n-al ‘to die (said of animals)’, lit. ‘to turn wood’; cf. p'aytanam ‘to freeze’ 
attested in Zgon-Afrahat and Paterica [HAB 4: 478]. Compare Metri p éc ‘ʻi ‘having 
paralysed hands' (Alayan 1954: 333), which seems to reflect *p 'ayt-ac 'i. 

Unclear is Hamsen p ‘ec ‘board’ (see T‘oflak‘yan 1981: 148b); possibly a back- 
formation after the participle *p 'ayt-(a)c -ac. Note also the infinitive p ‘icel, p ‘icul in 
Mus, Alaskert, etc. (Amatuni 1912: 269b), but this may be due to a wrong analysis. 
The Amatuni's textual illustrations point to causative (ka p 'ic'u ‘will kill) and past 
participle (bicac *killed"). 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 478b. 

Belardi (1950: 148-149) proposed a connection with Skt. sphya- m. ‘shoulder- 
blade’, Gr. onaun- f. ‘rowing blade, flat rib, shoulder-blade’, ou ‘wedge’, Ic. 
spoekja ‘trunk’, and posited *p"ai-d-i- for Armenian. Further note Germanic forms 
corroborating the dental determinative, OEngl. spade, spadu ‘spade’ (pointing to 
*sph ;-d"- together with Gr. onadn-, see Frisk 2: 755; Chantraine 1968-80: 1031b; 
Vine 2002: 289-290), Norwegian spita ‘Pflock’, as well as forms with *-k-: Lat. 
spica f. ‘ear of corn’, spiculum n. ‘sting; javelin; arrow; sharp point of a weapon’, 
Latv. spikis ‘bayonet’, OHG speihha ‘Speiche, Strahl’, Arm. p 'k'in ‘arrow’, q.v. (see 
Petersson 1916: 267; Pokorny 1959: 981; Jahukyan 1967: 65, 89; 1982: 34, 48; 
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1987: 149). Olsen 1999: 937, however, places Arm. p 'ayt in her list of words of 
unknown origin. 

Skt. sphyá- is related with Shughni f(i)yak ‘shoulder-blade, wooden shovel’, 
Sogd. Pyk- ‘shoulder’, Khwar. fyk ‘rudder’, Khotanese phvai ‘spade, shovel’, etc.; 
for these forms (without Armenian), see Morgenstierne 1974: 34b; Bailey 1979: 
106b, 264a; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 779. 

A proto-form *ph;(e)i-d- is likely for Arm. p ‘ayt. The *-d- seems to be found also 
in Germanic (cf. Norwegian spita ‘stake, picket’, OHG spiz “Bratspieß’, Sax. spitu 
*id."). 

See also s.v. p 'k'in ‘javelin’. 

p‘ast, i-stem (GDPI p‘ast-i-c‘ in Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i) ‘proof, argument, 
reason, true cause’; attested in Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.), etc. Earlier 
and more frequently found in compounds: Philo, John Chrysostom, Movsés 
Katankatuac‘1, etc. 
eETYM No etymology is accepted in HAB 4: 484a. The connection with Gr. gd-oic¢ 
f. ‘utterance, expression; statement; mere assertion, without proof’, Lat. fas ‘divine 
law; right; obligation’, fasti ‘list of festivals; calendar’, etc. from PIE *b'eh;- ‘to 
speak’ (Jahukyan 1967: 122-123) is problematic both formally and semantically. 
From the semantic point of view, the other Greek gd-o1c, meaning ‘denunciation, 
information laid; appearance’, would match better. Bailey (1986: 7) compares with 
Oss. fast, farst(a) ‘question, counsel’, from Iran. fras- ‘to question’ (cf. YAv. 
frasna- m. ‘question’, Khot. brasta- ‘questioned’, etc.). Neither this is convincing. 

Patrubäny (1908: 152a) derives Arm. past (i-stem) from QIE *(s)pak-ti-, a 
*-ri-derivation from *(s)pek- ‘to observe, see’, linking with spasem ‘to wait, serve’ 
and asem ‘to say’. This etymology, albeit rejected by Aéaryan (HAB, ibid.), is worth 
of consideration. 

The PIE root is represented by Skt. (s)pas- ‘to see (pas-); to observe, watch, spy 
(spas-)’, spastá- ‘(clearly) perceived, clear, visible’, Gr. oxéatetai ‘to look around, 
to look at’, Lat. speciö ‘to see’, etc. (See also s.v. *hes-). Armenian spasem is an 
Iranian loan, but asem is hardly related. The i-stem of Arm. past is thus old. See 
2.3.1 on *-ti-. The etymological meaning of p ‘ast would be ‘what is seen, evident’; 
cf. c 'oyc ‘ (i-stem) ‘show, indication, example’ (Bible+) : ‘proof? (Philo, Athanasius 
of Alexandria, etc.), also apa-c‘oyc‘ : àzó-óeicig ‘showing forth, making known, 
exhibiting’ (on the latter correspondence, see Weitenberg 1997a: 449). 

A possible parallel, both for the semantic development and the suffix *-¢(i)-, may 
be yayt, i-stem ‘known, clear, evident’, if composed of y- and hay- ‘to see, watch’ 
(see s.v.). 


p‘ap‘a (dial.) ‘bread, food’. 

eDIAL Mus, Van, Agulis, Ararat p'ap'a, T‘iflis baba ‘bread’, nursery words 
[Aéafean 1913: 1066a]. Note also T‘iflis p‘ap‘a ‘a kind of porridge made of 
wheaten groats’, considered a loan from Georg. papa [Aéatean 1913: 1066a]. 
eETYM A nursery word probably of IE origin, cf. Lat. papa, pappa ‘food’ [Jahukyan 
1985: 153; 1987: 56, 142, 275]. Of non-IE languages cf. Georg., Zan papa- 
*(milk-)porridge', etc. [Jahukyan 1987: 589]. Note homophonous nursery words 
with different semantics, e.g. Sebastia p ‘ap ‘a *wound, pain’ [Gabikean 1952: 546]. 
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Further see s.v. pap, papa ‘father, grandfather’. 


p‘esay, i-stem ‘bridegroom; son-in-law’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 497b]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 497b. Patrubány (1908: 
277b) treats as composed of *(s)b"end"-s (cf. Gr. zevepóc, etc.) and the ending -ay, 
seen also in caray, i-stem ‘servant; captive’. Jahukyan (1967: 123) repeats this 
etymology, but gives it up later (1987: 260), stating that the origin of the word is 
unknown. 

Winter (1966: 203-205) links the word with Lat. procus, T m. ‘suitor, wooer’, 
deriving it from a base *perk- rather than *prek- (cf. Lith. persu ‘to ask for a girl's 
hand in marriage"), and cites ark ‘ay ‘king, ruler’ as containing the same suffix; see 
also Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 237. However, the loss of r (see 2.1.33.3), the 
suffix , and the initial p - are not clear. The ending -ay is probably somehow related 
with that of yawr-ay ‘stepfather’ (q.v.). Normier (1980: 22; see also Ravnes 1991: 
120,) suggests a derivation from *spek- ‘to look at’ semantically comparing Germ. 
Braut-schau, or an Iranian loan, cf. Manich. Sogd pys’k ‘bridegroom’. Olsen (1999: 
946) considers p 'esay as a word of unknown origin. 

Hardly related to Pahl., NPers. pus, pusar, ManMPers. pwsr ‘son’ (see the word 
in MacKenzie 1971: 69). On p 'esawer, see Olsen 1999: 913. 


p‘tj-uk (spelled also as p 7cuk, p Tuk‘) ‘bitterness of heart’ (John Chrysostom, Vardan 
Arewelc‘i, etc.); p*lfj-k-am (p lj-k-ac -eal and p Y-k-al-ov in Lazar P'arpec'i, 5" 
cent), p*lj-k-im (Movsés Xorenac'i, John Chrysostom, Ephrem), ‘to distress 
oneself, grieve, begin to sob’; p‘Y-k-umn (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, etc.). For the attestation 
in Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 (1913=1991: Zell, see s.vv. anjuk and hetjamtjuk. 

The compound o Yk-a-lic‘ ‘full of sobbing/grieve’ (used with sogi ‘steam’) and 
the derivative p c-un are attested in Anania Sirakac‘i (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 
319, lines 23 and 28) metaphorically, in atmospheric context. 
eDIAL Mus p ‘xckal ‘to prepare oneself for sobbing’, Samaxi p xckil, T‘iflis p ‘xc ‘kil 
‘to distress oneself? [HAB 4: 506b]. 
eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 506b. 

Jahukyan (1967: 104) proposed a connection with Gr. zdrjoow ‘to beat’, zim, 
Dor. miaya f. ‘blow, stroke; (metaph.) blow, stroke of calamity, esp. in war’, Lat. 
plango ‘to strike, beat; to beat the breast in mourning, mourn for’, Russ. plakat’ ‘to 
cry’, etc. This comparison is formally problematic; *p/Vk/g- and *plk/g- would yield 
Arm. */Vk‘/k- or *haiK, respectively. The semantic development is perhaps possible 
but not attractive since the Armenian word basically refers to the state of bitterness 
or willing to cry rather than to the process of crying. No wonder that Jahukyan did 
not include this etymology into his monumental 1987. 

I propose a derivation from PIE *sp(e)ig"-, the word for ‘spleen’, see s.v. 
p aycaln ‘spleen’. A lengthened QIE *(s)pelg"- would yield Arm. *p"ifj-, of which 
regularly — p Y-uk and p j-k-a/im. For the semantics note that the spleen is regarded 
as the seat of melancholy or morose feelings (OxfEnglDict). Compare also Gr. 
OnAGyYvov n., pl. ozA&yyva ‘inward parts, esp. the heart, lungs, liver, kidneys; 
sacrificial feast’, metaph. ‘the seat of the feelings, affections’ (next to orAnv m. 
‘spleen’), from the same PIE term for ‘spleen’. 
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p‘oyt‘, o-stem: GDSg p ‘ut ox ISg p 'ut'-o-v ‘zeal, diligence’ (Bible+), ‘haste (Eznik 
Kolbac'i [ar p'ut-i], Nersés Snorhali); adj. i-stem: GDPI p'ut-i-c' (John 
Chrysostom) ‘zealous, diligent? (Movses Xorenac'i, Hexaemeron, Yovhan 
Mandakuni/ Mayragomec‘i, etc. adv. ‘hastily’ (Movses Xorenac‘i, Grigor 
Magistros, etc.), also in and p 'oyt' (John Chrysostom), p 'oyt' and pour" (Movses 
Xorenac‘i, etc.), p 'oyt' p 'oyt' (Anania Sirakac‘i), p 'oyt' i p'ut'oy (Ephrem); p‘ut‘am 
‘to hasten, hurry, strive’ (Bible+); adv. p‘ut‘an-aki ‘hastily’ (Bible+, for a 
discussion, see Olsen 1999: 267), p‘ut‘-a-pés ‘hastily’ (Bible+). 
eETYM Since long (cf. NHB 2: 953a; Dervischjan 1877: 4, etc.), connected to Gr. 
orovö-n f. ‘haste, zeal’, oxevdw ‘to hasten, hurry, strive’, MPers., NPers. pdy- ‘to 
run’, ManParth. pwd- ‘to hasten’, etc., despite the obscure -t‘ instead of -t, see 
Hübschmann 1883: 54; 1897: 501; Bugge 1892: 455; Meillet 1898: 277; 1935 = 
1978: 63; HAB 4: 515-516; Mallory/Adams 1997: 284b, 471b; Olsen 1999: 14. For 
Iranian, see Cheung 2007: 302. In view of the disagreement of the Arm. t‘ with PIE 
*-d-, Beekes 2003: 197 assumes that the word may be non-Indo-European. He also 
points out that the etymology can hardly be rejected. 

The problem of Arm. -t‘ can be solved by positing *(s)peud-to- (Klingenschmitt 
1982: 167; Clackson 1994: 155; cf. Petersson 1920: 61-62; Hiersche 1964: 237). For 
the simplification *-eud-t- > -oy(t)t', see 2.1.22.12-13. For a discussion of the initial 
p“, see Hiersche 1964: 237; Klingenschmitt 1982: 165-172; Ravnæs 1991: 120-121. 


p‘os, o-stem (Bible, Movsés Xorenac‘i, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i), i-stem 
(Agat‘angetos, Grigor Narekac‘i) ‘furrow, trench; hollow; channel’ (Bible+). The 
word (GDP! p‘os-i-c‘) is found in the place-name Drunk‘ P‘osic‘ (> Gr. gooéov 
zóAag [HAB 4: 518a]) which is attested in Agat‘angetos § 36 [1909=1980: 24], in a 
passage that also contains the verb p‘osem. This toponym is located in a place 
which, as testified in the same passage, was called Soyz, identical with soyz ‘depth; 
hollow, den, lair’ (Anania Sirakac‘i, Philo [NHB 2: 727c]). 

In Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.32 (1913=1991: 296-5 transl. Thomson 1978: 289): ar 
ezerb p 'osoyn “by the edge of the ditch". 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 517b]. 
eETYM Since long, considered borrowed from Gr. gdooa (< Lat. fossa ‘ditch, 
trench’, from fodio ‘to dig (up); to stab’) [Hübschmann 1897: 387; HAB 4: 517b; 
Olsen 1999: 928]. The Armenian o-stem is also seen in Georgian p"oso, which is 
considered an Armenian loan [HAB 4: 517b; Jahukyan 1987: 590]. 

However, the word is very widespread in the dialects which is unusual for a 
Greek loan. Given this circumstance, as well the o- and i-stems of p‘os (note also 
Georgian p"oso), and the resemblance with p ‘or ‘hole; belly’, Jahukyan (1967: 123, 
123-124,25) derives p'os from PIE *b'ed'- (cf. Lat. fodiö ‘to dig’), which is 
impossible. Later, he (1987: 620) represents the Greek etymology (from qóooa, that 
is) with a question mark. 

One may alternatively consider a comparison with OEngl. furh *Furche, Graben', 
Lith. pra-parsas ‘ditch’, Lat. porca ‘ridge between furrows’, Skt. pársana- 
“precipice, chasm’ (RV), etc. There are two problems here: the initial *p- would not 
develop into Arm. p -, and the loss of *-r- is not clear. PIE *pork- would yield Arm. 
*ors. Both problems are also seen in the etymology of p‘esay ‘bridegroom; 
son-in-law’ (see s.v. and 2.1.33.3). 
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Hardly any relation with Pahl. pusyan ‘womb’. 


p‘orj, o-stem: ISg p ‘orj-o-v (3Kings 10.18, reading variant p 'orjel-ov), AblSg i p ‘orj- 
o-y (John Chrysostom, Cyril of Jerusalem, etc.); i-stem: GDSg p 'orj-i and ADIPI i 
p orj-i-c' (Philo), AblSg i p'orj-e and Isg p 'orj-i-w (Naxadrut‘iwnk‘) ‘proof, assay, 
attempt, test, experience; tried, assayed, experienced’ (Bible+), late ‘adventure, 
trouble’; p‘orjem ‘to try, assay, test, attempt, prove, approve’ (Bible); p‘orj-an-k‘, 
a-stem: GDPI p 'orjan-a-c', IPI p 'orjan-a-w-k' “trial, experiment, experience, test, 
trouble, temptation’ (Bible+). 
@DIAL The verb p 'orjem and the noun p 'orjank' are widespread in the dialects; p ‘orj 
has been preserved in Aslanbek, Karin, Marata [HAB 4: 521a]. 
eETYM Since NHB 2: 955c and 956b, connected with Gr. zeipa f. ‘test, research, 
experience’, zeıpalo ‘to tempt, put the test, assault’, zeıp-aouosg m. ‘temptation’, 
Lat. peri-tus ‘experienced, practised, skilful, expert’, peri-culum ‘trial, proof, 
attempt; danger, peril’, ex-perior ‘to make trial of, put to the test; to attempt; to 
experience’, etc., see Meillet 1935: 110 = 1978: 61; HAB 4: 520b; Pokorny 1959: 
818; Jahukyan 1982: 129; 1987: 143; Mallory/Adams 1997: 36a. This etymology is 
semantically attractive but formally problematic. The assumption of a *porh;io- 
(Olsen 1999: 14) does not solve the problems. 

On the other hand, one links Arm. p'orj with Skt. sparh-, pres. sprhayanti *to be 
eager, strive after, desire’, OAv. asparazata prob. ‘strives after’, Gr. on&pyouaı ‘to 
rush', see Müller 1890: 8; Normier 1980: 20-21; for the Indo-Iranian forms, see 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 775; Cheung 2007: 353. Contrary to the former 
etymology, this interpretation 1s formally plausible (we can easily posit an o-grade 
deverbative noun *(s)porg"-o-, *-ih;- > p‘orj, -o-, -i-), but the semantic relationship 
is not evident. A contamination seems possible. For a further discussion I refer to the 
thorough analysis of de Lamberterie 1982a; 2006: 226. 


p‘ul ‘fall, ruins’ (not in 5" cent); p‘lanim ‘to fall’ (Bible+); later also bl- ‘to fall, 
ruin'. 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects: p ul gal, *p Yblil, p /bl-c -il, etc. [HAB 4: 522b]. 
For the thorough representation of the dialectal forms and an analysis of the initial 
p -/b- alternation (as an inner-Armenian development rather than a result of the 
Siebs’ Law), see Weitenberg 1992. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 1: 468a, s.v. boyl), Ararat bulk‘ ‘avalanche’ belongs 
here, too. Earlier (1913: 204b), he linked the form to boy/ (q.v.). 
eETYM Usually connected with Germ. *falla- ‘to fall’, Lith. pulti "fallen, über jmd. 
herfallen, ihn angreifen', etc. [Bugge 1893: 28-29; Hübschmann 1897: 501; HAB 4: 
522; Pokorny 1959: 851; Mallory/Adams 1997: 191b], probably reflecting PIE 
*ph3l(H)- (see Klingenschmitt 1982: 164-165, 171-172; Kortlandt 1976: 92 = 2003: 
2; Weitenberg 1992: 308, 313; Beekes 2003: 202; cf. Elbourne 2000: 11). 

According to Klingenschmitt (op. cit. 172), the original present PArm. *paln- < 
PIE *ph3inH- has been replaced by *p"ulani- < PArm. *pöln- analogically after aor. 
*p"ul(a)- < PArm. *pöla-. However, neither PArm. *pa- nor *pö- would yield *p"V-. 
In order to explain the aspirated stop p“ in the Armenian form, one needs an 
unambiguous sequence *pHV-. The reconstruction of *p"öl- (see Pokorny 1959: 
851; fahukyan 1982: 48, 181; 1987: 145) does not help much because, apart from 
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the fact that the existence of the PIE series of aspirated voiceless stops is not 
commonly accepted, the Armenian form is the only form suggesting such a stop. An 
alternative *pHol- is cited in Mallory/Adams (1997: 191b), with a question mark. 
This too is unclear. Therefore, I tentatively propose an alternative explanation. 

The nominal p'ul is not attested in the 5" century. Nevertheless, it is not 
necessarily young. In 2.2.2.5 I tried to demonstrate that some Armenian words seem 
to continue the PIE HD /-stem paradigm. Based on this pattern, one may reconstruct 
the following paradigm at a certain age of Proto-Armenian: 

NSg *peh;-öl, 
AccSg *ph;-él-m, 
GSg *phs-l-ös. 

Then, PArm. *pöl became *p"öl > p‘ul analogically after the accusative *p'ol-n 
(for *pH > Arm. p^, see 2.1.18.2). For the interrelationship between the nominative 
and accusative forms, see 2.2.1.3. The initial p‘- of the verbal *p"öla- is due to 
influence of the nominal *p" al. However, the IE root is verbal, and it is very risky to 
reconstruct an old nominative based solely on Armenian. The explanation, thus, can 
be true only if the existence of the paradigm in Prot-Armenian will be proven. 


p‘k‘in, a-stem: ISg p 'k'n-a-w, IPI p k'n-a-w-k‘ ‘javelin’ (Bible+). 

Renders Gr. oyi¢a ‘split wood, piece of wood; shaft, javelin’ in the Bible. 
eETYM The connection with Pers. paykan ‘arrow’ (NHB 2: 966a; Hac'uni 1923: 
159) is untenable for chronological reasons; p‘k‘in is attested since the 5" century, 
whereas the Iranian word reflects an older *patkan- > Arm. patkan- (see Dervischjan 
1877: 6; HAB 4: 44a, 536b). Aéaryan (HAB 4: 536b) rejects this and other 
etymologies including the comparison with Lat. spica f. ‘ear of corn’, spiculum n. 
‘sting; javelin; arrow; sharp point of a weapon’, Latv. spikis ‘bayonet’, etc. 
suggested by Petersson (1916: 267; Pokorny 1959: 981). 

The latter etymology is worth of consideration. Probably a European substratum 
word. 

Further see s.v. p ‘ayt ‘wood’. 


kr 


k‘akor, o-stem: gen. k'akor-o-y in Nerses Lambronac‘i (1 1% cent.) ‘dung’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Moks k?akur, Van k?akor, Salmast k‘akor, Marala k ‘akor, Larabat k ak ‘ur, 
Laradat k ‘ak ‘urna ‘dung’ [HAB 4: 539b]. 

eETYM From PIE *kakka- ‘to defecate’ (a “nursery word", “Lallwort der 
Kindersprache"): Gr. geen ‘human ordure’, karkao ‘to defecate’, Olr. cacc f. < 
PCelt. *kakka, etc. (Meillet 1908-09c: 339-340; HAB 4: 539; Pokorny 1959: 521; 
Jahukyan 1987: 130; Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 187a). Arm. -k- points to 
gemination (see also Olsen 1999 183, 585-586; cf. s.v. ak’atat ‘rooster’ on 
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geminates). From the non-geminate: Lat. cacare, Russ. kaka, Pers. kaka, kakī," 
Arm. k‘ak‘ ‘human ordure, excrement’ (q.v.), etc. 

Concerning the suffix -or, see Dervischjan 1877: 17; Pedersen 1906: 480 = 1982: 
258; Jahukyan 1987: 439; Olsen 1999: 524-525. Compare especially ktit ‘dung’, 
dial. ktt-or (see HAB 2: 677a). On the other hand, -or is reminiscent of another PIE 
word of the same semantics, namely Hitt. s/zakkar ‘excrement, dung’, Gr. oxóp n. 
‘muck, excrement’, Arm. c er ‘liquid excrement’, etc. 


k‘alak‘, a-stem ‘city’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 543a]. 
eETYM The connection with Gr. zóAig, ztóAig f. ‘citadel, fort, city’ and Skt. pur 
(Winter 1965: 105) is untenable. The Armenian word is obviously a Semitic or 
Iranian loanword (see HAB 4: 542-543; Bailey 1979: 50b, 398a; Clackson 1994: 
39). For other references, see Schmitt 1972-74: 27; Matzinger 2005: 55433. 


k‘alirt‘, a-stem ‘stomach of animals’ (Bible+). Spelled also as k‘atert‘ (Gregory of 
Nyssa) and k ‘atird. For the latter, NHB has attestations from the Bible (once, in gen. 
k'atrd-i), Hexaemeron and Geoponica. The critical text of Hexaemeron, however, 
has k‘atirt‘ (in GDPI k‘airt‘-ac‘); no manuscript has -rd-, which appears only in 
Venice edition [K. Muradyan 1984: 308"]. 
eDIAL Preserved in Cilicia: Zeyt'un k‘atayd‘, k'alard', Hacon Kk'aleyt' [HAB 4: 
544a]. The -u- in Zeyt'un k'ulayd' cited in Ačařyan 2003: 343 must be a misprint 
since the word is not mentioned in Aéafyan’s (op. cit. 26-27) exhaustive list of the 
exceptions to the rule ClArm. a > Zeyt‘un a in the first syllable of disyllabic words. 
Indeed, in p. 100 one finds k‘atoyd'‘. 
eETYM Dervischjan (1877: 78) compares with Gr. yoAáóec ‘bowels’ and Lat. hira, 
hilla ‘id.’, treating -irt/d as from *-tro- by metathesis. PIE *-tro-, however, would 
yield Arm. -wr- (see 2.1.26.2). Acatyan (HAB 4: 544a) rejects the connection and 
leaves the origin of the word open. Jahukyan (1967: 124) mentions the etymology 
(adding also Russ. Zeludok ‘stomach’) as an example of irregular aspiration of the 
dental. Lidén (1934b: 23-25) compares with Gr. xalıidıa‘ Evrepa. Kümpioi 
(Hesychius) and Lit. skilvis *Bauch, Magen’, with -rd after leard ‘liver’ (not 
mentioned in HAB); see also Frisk, s.v. Olsen (1999: 942) places k‘atirt‘ in her list 
of words of unknown origin. 

Pokorny (1959: 435) presents Gr. yoAáóec, yodixec f. (m.) pl. ‘bowels’ and Slav. 
*zelodokv ‘stomach’ (cf. Russ. želúdok, Pol. Zolgdek, etc.) under the root *g"el- 
(o)nd-. Beekes (2000: 31) connects these Greek forms with Gr. xó4ov n. ‘large 
intestine’, xaAióia ‘intestines’, yaAAıa ‘intestines’, and Arm. E 'alirt', noting that “Gr. 
-aó- < *-nd- should be given up". In view of phonetic irregularities (*g"/k/g, e/o/a, 
MII), he assumes non-IE, substratum origin. This, in fact, combines the etymologies 
of Dervischjan and Lidén. 

The ending of Arm. k ‘atirt‘ needs a closer examination. Gr. xadid1a seems to be 
the best match. The Armenian aspirated -/'- goes back to */^ rather than*d or *f (in 


137 The Persian word has been compared with Arm. k'akor and k'ak by Hiwnk‘earpéyéntean, 
see HAB 4: 539a. For the comparison of k'akor with Lat. cacare see Pedersen 1906: 378 = 
1982: 156. 
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latter cases we would have had *k‘atirt and *k'aliwr, respectively). The scholars 
usually operate with k ‘atird (Lidén, Frisk, Beekes) and assume an influence of leard 
‘liver’. This is improbable since the spelling k ‘atird is secondary. I propose to start 
from a substratum proto-form *kalit'- > Arm. *K'atit"-. The ending *-rä- has been 
taken from ander-k‘ (a-stem) ‘intestines’ (cf. Gr. Zvrepa, etc.), q.v. Then, *k ‘atit'-ra- 
was metathesized into k ‘atirt‘, a-stem. 

If this is a substratum word, one may look for correspondences in neighbouring 
non-IE languages. Such a correspondent may be seen in Assyrian kalitu ‘kidney’, 
regarded as a seat of the feelings (see Meek 1913: 16, 55; see also Delitzsch's note 
in 133). 


*k‘ar- ‘four’: k'afasun, i-stem: GDPI K'arasn-i-c' ‘forty’ (Bible-); k'ar-a-kus-i 
*four-square' in Revelations 21.16 (rendering Gr. tetpdywvoc), Euclid, etc., with 
koys ‘side’ as the second member; k ‘ar-ameay ‘quadrennial’ (Eusebius of Caesarea), 
k'afeam = *k‘ari-am ‘quadrennium’ (Movsés Xorenac‘i, John Chrysostom); a 
number of other compounds with k“ar- (Book of Chries, Philo, Anania Sirakac‘i, 
etc.); k'af, i-stem, a-stem, ea-stem ‘four’ (Philo, T'ovmay Arcruni, Grigor 
Narekac‘i, Grigor Magistros, etc.). 
eDIAL The numeral k'arasun ‘forty’ is ubiquitous in the dialects. There are forms 
with geminate -77- (Larabat, Goris, Samaxi) or -ss- (Agulis) [HAB 4: 556-557]. 
eETYM See s.v. c'or-k' ‘four’. 


k‘ar, GDSg k‘ar-i, ISg k'ar-i-w, NPl k'ar-in-k', AP] k'ar-in-s, GDPI k‘ar-an-c ', IPI 
k'ar-am-b-k* (rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacatrurean 1895: 1540-1541), NPI 
k'ar-k' (a reading variant in Ephrem) ‘stone’ (Bible+). 

For the declension type, see s.v. erec‘ ‘elder, presbyter’. 

@DIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 4: 559]. 

MidArm. k‘ar-a-tak ‘rock’, attested in the fables by Vardan Aygekc‘i (12-13th 
cent., Cilicia) [MifHayBar 2, 1992: 436a], is continued in a few dialects: Zeyt‘un 
*k'ar-tak ‘a big rock’ [Acarean 1913: 1106a]; Karéewan, Kak‘avaberd E aratak ‘the 
bottom af a stone/rock; a small cave’ [H. Muradyan 1960: 234a; 1967: 208a], Goris 
k'aratak ‘a cave carved in a rock’ [Lisic‘yan 1969: 96-98, 105; Margaryan 1975: 
498b]. 

@ETYM See s.v. mountain-name K ‘ark ‘-é. 


k‘arb, i-stem: GDSg k 'arb-i, GDPI k ‘arb-i-c‘ (Bible+) ‘basilisk, asp’. 

In Psalms found twice with the synonymous iz : GDSg izi ew k ‘arbi (57.5); GDPI 
izic‘ ew k‘arbic ‘ (90.13). In the former attestation the pair iz : k‘arb renders Gr. ógic 
‘serpent’ : doaic¢ ‘the Egyptian cobra, Coluber haie’, whereas in the latter: doris 
‘Egyptian cobra’ and faoidioxd¢ ‘a kind of serpent, basilisk, perhaps Egyptian 
cobra’. 

In Hexaemeron, the same pair (GDPI izic‘ ew k'arbic^) renders Gr. &yıs ‘viper’ 
and donis ‘Egyptian cobra, Coluber haie’; see K. Muradyan 1984: 3131, 373b, 
378a. Note also iZic' ew k'arbic' in a kafa-poem to the Alexander Romance (H. 
Simonyan 1989: 236"). 

In P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 one finds k‘arb oj, with awj ‘snake’ (1883—1984: 
101-2): ibrew öji k'arbi. Garsoian (1989: 143) translates “a deaf asp”, although the 
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Armenian text has no word for "deaf 7 Note also öjk‘ GE" ew k'arbk' in 5.27 
(187°). Garsoian (1989: 207) translates “adders, asps and basilisks”, as if three 
different kinds of snakes are ment. More probably, awj is and functions here as a 
generic term for ‘snake’, whereas iz and k‘arb are specifiers; thus: *iz-awj, 
*k'arb-awj. Note also in Nerses Snorhali (12" cent., Cilicia): iZic‘n ew azk ‘arbic‘n 
öjic‘ (see K'yo&keryan 1987: 251; in Step‘anos Kelec'i, prob. 16" cent. [H. 
Sahakyan, USMjnHayBnst 1, 1986: 374P': t'iwnawor k'anc' k'arbi öji (more) 
poisonous than k‘arb-o7”. Compare iz mi k'arb in Hexaemeron, with iz *viper' [K. 
Muradyan 1984: 3141], which should be understood as somethng like an i£ of the 
kind of k‘arb. Typologically compare dial. *sah-mar oj ‘basilisk-snake’ (with šah 
‘king’): Larabat Sahmar axca (HZHek* 5, 1966: 23 /twice/); Van Saxmar oc‘ (in a 
proverb from Aréak it is poisonous, see S. Avagyan 1978: 157b), etc. 

That *k‘arb-awj has been lexicalized is also clearly seen from the dialect of 
Svedia (see below). 

In Dawt‘ak (7" cent.) apud Movsös Katankatuac‘i 2.35 (1983: 228"; transl. 
Dowsett 1961: 147): t'oynk' k'arbic ' *venom of aspics". 

In Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 12879), iz, as female, is contrasted with 
k'arb, a male. 

@DIAL Preserved in Svedia, in a compound with öj ‘snake’: k?árb '(2)uc' [HAB 4: 
561a] or k'ürpauc (< *k'arbi oj) or k'arp'a, k‘arp‘auc ‘a kind of very poisonous 
snake of gray colour with white spots, of the size to 1,5 m, = Turkish /boz yalan^ 
[Andreasyan 1967: 163, 388b] (with a small head and narrow neck — Aéaryan). For 
the compound *k‘arb-öj cf. the above-mentioned attestations in P‘awstos Buzand, 
etc. 

eETYM Derived from IE *(s)ker- ‘to cut’, see s.vv. k'er-(t')-, k'er-b/p “` ‘to scratch, 
chop, carve’; the closest cognate is Gr. okopriog m. ‘scorpion; a sea-fish’, oxopzic, 
-óoc f. ‘a sea-fish’ [HAB 4: 561a; Jahukyan 1987: 148, 192]. The comparison with 
the Greek is first proposed by Dervischjan (1877: 17). 

Frisk (2: 739) assumes an “Entlehnung aus einer Mittelmeersprache”. Olsen 
(1999: 101) notes that there is no sufficient basis for determining the original 
derivational type, and, following Frisk, assumes common borrowing from an 
unknown source. Note another possibly Mediterranean word, namely Gr. xapic, 
-íðoç ‘Crustacea’ : Arm. karic ‘scorpion’, dial. ‘crayfish’ (q.v.), which is 
typologically comparable with oxopzi(o)¢ : k'arb in several respects: (1) -ic¢, -/óoc 
(for -ič in Arm. karic cf. also perhaps *k 'arb-ic-, see s.v. *k'arpicon); (2) the same 
semantic field; (3) restriction to Greek and Armenian. 

The comparison of Arm. k‘arb with Pers. karva (NHB, Hiwnk'earpeyentean), 
albeit rejected by Acaryan (HAB 4: 561a), is worth considering. In Steingass 
(1025-1026) one finds Pers. karava “an animal whose bite is said to be worse than 
that of a serpent’. Probably ‘scorpion’ is meant. Compare Arab. 'aqrab ‘scorpion’, 
Gr. xàpaflog m. ‘horned or cerambycid beetle; a prickly crustacean, crayfish’, 
Kapapic, -ióog f. ‘id.’, diminutive xapóáfiov = égóAriov n. ‘small boat towed after a 


38 This (confusion?) is somehow reminiscent of Pers. kar ‘deaf; a snake not yielding to 
incantation’, see Steingass 1019b. 
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ship’ (Hesychius), xnpagic , -ióoc f. ‘a kind of locust’, etc. For the semantic relation 
‘scorpion’ : ‘crayfish’, see s.v. karic ‘scorpion’. Further, see s.v. *k'arpicon. 

It is not clear whether or not all of these words are related with Gr. okopriog 
“scorpion; a sea-fish’ and Arm. K'arb ‘basilisk, asp’. The appurtenance of at least the 
following three forms seems plausible: Pers. karava (prob.) ‘scorpion’, Arab. 'aqrab 
‘scorpion’, and Gr. käpaßos m. ‘a prickly crustacean, crayfish’. One can posit 
MedPont *(s)kVr(V)p/b- ‘a biting insect or reptile’. 

Though of substratum rather than of ultimately IE origin, Gr. okopnis, oKopriog 
and Arm. k‘arb, i-stem, might reflect a common source form, which had the 
following paradigm at an early stage, when the IE pattern of HD declension was still 
operating: NSg *skorp-i-, GSg *(s)kyp-i-os. The Greek and Armenian forms can be 
explained as a generalization of the nominative and the oblique cases, respectively. 
See 2.2.2.4; cf. especially s.v. *angi, if related with awj ‘snake’. Note that awj and iz 
have also i-stem inherited from PIE. The absence of the s-mobile in Armenian is 
perhaps due to simplification of the consonant cluster *skrp-. Alternatively, one may 
think of substratum *-a/o- vacillation seen in some other animal designations of 
Mediterranean origin; see s.vv. lor ‘quail’ and karic/kor ‘scorpion’. 


*k'arp/bicon prob. ‘scorpion’ or ‘horned beetle’. 
eDIAL Trapizon *k'arpicon ‘an uncertain kind of horny insect [Aéarean 1913: 
11062]. One finds the word in a riddle recorded in Trapizon [Haykuni 1906: 351-5; 
= S. Harut‘yunyan 1965: 79b ^7? 

Kov mo unim oni-oni, 

Kotosvanin carcaroni. 

The answer is k 'arpincon, described as a efjiwrawor bzez “horny beetle". 

It seems that the informant spoke the dialect of Hamsen rather than 
Trapizon. First of all, the -p- of k'arpicon 1s strange since the dialect of Trapizon 
lacks the voiceless series (though it does have a k in Turkish loans [AcarHLPatm 2, 
1951: 344]). Although the recorder seems to follow the literary orthography keeping 
the voiceless stops unchanged, this is perhaps irrelevant for k'arpicon because the 
word 1s quite unique and is not present in the literary language. The plural form 
kotos-va-ni, too, is present in HamSen: godesvani [Acaryan 1947: 84]. The tree-name 
carcaroni is identified with coreni, a thorny shrub [S. Harut'yunyan 1965: 79;]. This 
is quite possible since cor ‘barberry’, although not recorded in Hamšen, is present in 
the other side of the river Corox, namely in Baberd, also in a reduplicated form 
jorjor [HAB 2: 469a]. 

oni-oni must continue hani-hani ‘guess-guess!’ from hanem ‘to take out/off (a 
frequent pattern of Armenian riddles; cf. also haneluk ‘riddle’ from the same root). 
For the loss of the initial h- in Hamsen cf. hacari ‘beech’ > azri, hapa > aba 
[Aéatyan 1947: 51]. The sound change an > on is restricted to few dialects, among 
them Hamsen (see Batramyan 1965: 80-81); Trapizon is not mentioned in this 
context; cf. also AcarHLPatm 2, 1951: 343-345. A quick look at the texts in the 
Trapizon dialect [Acarean 1911: 180-183] is sufficient to see that the sound change 
is not found here. It seems to have operated in the villages of Trapizon; cf. 
Batramyan 1965: 90. Aécaryan (1911: 178; 1947: 5) informs, however, that the 
villages of Trapizon belong to the Hamsen dialect. 
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The form k‘arpicon can continue *k ‘arbicon (or *k ‘arbicawn). An old -p- would 
yield -b-, but a -rb- could indeed become -rp- in HamSen; cf. Acaryan 1947: 41-42. 
The -c- perhaps remained voiceless due to the assimilatory influence of the -p-. 
eETYM The word is rendered as ‘an uncertain kind of horny insect’ [Acarean 1913: 
1106a; Harut'yunyan 1965: 792]. It can refer to horned beetle or to a kind of 
scorpion with thorny “horns”. *k‘arb-ic-on can be derived from k‘arb, i-stem 
‘basilisk, asp’ (Bible+; dial. of Svedia) with the suffix -icon, cf. bad ‘duck’ : 
badicon [Greppin 1978: 30-31]. The most remarkable thing is that the closest 
cognate of k'arb, namely Gr. oxopaiog m., means ‘scorpion’. Further, note Gr. 
xüpoflog m. ‘horned or cerambycid beetle; a prickly crustacean, crayfish’, Arab. 
‘aqrab ‘scorpion’. For -ič cf. Arm. karic ‘scorpion’, dial. ‘crayfish’ vs. Gr. Kapic, - 
idog ‘Crustacea’ (see s.v.).'”” 


k‘ac‘ax, o-stem: ISg k‘ac ‘ax-o-v (three times in the Bible), LocSg i k‘ac ‘ax-i (Ruth 
2.14) ‘vinegar (made from wine, etc.)’, attested in the Bible (9 times, rendering Gr. 
ócog ‘wine vinegar’), Plato, Barset Con; k‘ac‘axem, caus. k‘ac‘axec‘uc‘anem ‘to 
make sour’ (Paterica, Grigor Narekac‘i, Barset Con). 

Some biblical illustrations: in Numbers 6.3: k‘ac‘ax i ginwoy : ócog && oivov 
"vinegar made from wine" and i c‘k‘woy ` ék oıkepa "made from strong drink"; in 
Ruth 2.14: t'ac'c'es zpatar k'o i k'ac'axid "dip your morsel in your wine vinegar" : 
Baweig tov wouóv oov Ev TO deet. 

@DIAL The noun k ‘ac ‘ax ‘vinegar’ is widespread in the dialects. The verb *k ‘ac ‘axil 
‘to turn sour (said of e.g. stomach)’ is present in Sué'ava, T‘iflis, Polis, Aslanbek, 
Sebastia, Xarberd, Agulis [HAB 4: 565b]. Other semantic nuances: Sebastia k ‘ac ‘ax 
‘very sour, leavened (dough)’, k'ac xil, k'asxil ‘to be leavened’, m-reduplication 
k'ac x-e-mc xil, k'as-msxil, k‘ac‘/sxmil ‘to become sour (said of heart)’ [Gabikean 
1952: 567]; Ararat k ‘ac ‘axel means ‘to be very angry’ [Amatuni 1912: 671b], etc. 
eETYM No etymology in HAB 4: 565b. 

Jahukyan (1967: 229; 1982: 74; 1987: 133, 236; hesitantly: 1990: 75) derives 
k'ac ‘ax from IE *kuat-so-: OCS kvas» ‘leaven, fermented drink, kvass’, Czech kvas 
‘id.’, SIn. kvás ‘leaven, ferment’, SCr. kisati ‘to turn sour, boil’, kisati ‘to rise (said 
of dough), pickle’, OCS kyselu ‘sour’, etc.; Lat. caseus m. ‘cheese’. The relation of 
these forms with Skt. kvath' "Blasen werfen, aufwallen, aufschäumen’, Goth. /vapip 
‘to foam, froth’, etc., is uncertain; for the forms and a discussion, see Pokorny 1959: 
627-628; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 31 = 1995, 1: 28; Lehmann 1986: 199; 
EtimSlovSlavJaz 13, 1987: 151-159, 268-275; Schrijver 1991: 251-252; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 420; Mallory/Adams 1997: 199-200; Derksen 2008: 258, 266-267. 
With few exceptions (e.g. Olsen 1999: 949;,), the Armenian word is unknown to 
scholars outside Armenia. 


139 A considerable number of animal designations in the Hamáen dialect belong to the 6" 
declension with gen. -ən and abl. -d (see Acatyan 1947: 95-96). One may therefore wonder 
whether k 'arpicon is not in fact a genitive form. The nominative *k'arb-ic would contain the 
same suffix as the above-mentioned karic ‘scorpion’, yet another Mediterranean word. This 
is, of course, no more than a guess. One needs more evidence to establish the philological 
background of this Trapizon/Hamsen word. 
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The connection of k‘ac‘ax with at least the Slavic word is semantically 
impeccable, cf. Arm. dial. ‘leaven’ vs. ClArm. ‘wine vinegar, etc.’ on the one hand, 
and SCr. dial. kvásina ‘vinegar’ (EtimSlovSlavJaz 13, 1987: 152) vs. ‘leaven, 
ferment, kvass’ in other Slavic languages, on the other. The appurtenance of the 
Latin form is possible too. Olsen (1999: 949;,) hesitantly posits *kuat"ihko- for 
Armenian. This is phonologically impossible. Most probably, E ‘ac ‘ax is to be linked 
with the Slavic and Latin forms with the suffixal element *-s-. As to the suffix -ax, 
Jahukyan (1990: 70-75; cf. 1987: 354) lists some other examples and assumes a 
substratum (cf. Urart. -hi/e) origin. 

Whether with Urartian intermediation or not, the suffix -ax probably points to a 
Mediterranean-European substratum origin, cf. katam-ax ‘aspen’ vs. Hesychian 
koAauiv-dap ‘plane’, met-ex ‘the handle of an axe’ (if related with Gr. ueAía ‘manna 
ash, ashen spear’), possibly also šałax ‘mortar, solute’, tawsax ‘box-tree’, etc. 

According to Aéatyan (HAB 4: 565b), Laz K'ac'áxi, k'ac"äxuri ‘sour water of 
unripe grapes (azox) that is used in food as vinegar" and Georg. k’ac’axi ‘sour, 
unripe’ are Armenian loanwords. Jahukyan (1987: 607; cf. 1967: 22935) relates Arm. 
k'ac'ax ‘vinegar’ with Avar etc. kvanyla ‘vinegar’ (mentioned also by Aéaryan, 
HAB 4: 565b) and other North-East Caucasian forms in terms of IE-Cauc. areal (or 
Nostratic) relationship. Klimov (1994: 180-181) suggests a comparison between 
Georg. kvet- ‘ferment’ (‘cprayr, 3aKBacka’) and IE *kuat(h)-. 

To sum up, Arm. k‘ac‘-ax ‘wine vinegar’, dial. ‘very sour, leavened (dough)’, 
verbal k‘ac‘ax- ‘to make/turn sour, be leavened’ most probably derives from a 
cultural term of Mediterranean-European substratum origin, *kuats- or *kuacs- 
‘ferment, leaven, sour wine’, reflected also in Slavic (OCS kvas» ‘leaven, fermented 
drink, kvass’, Sin. kvás ‘leaven, ferment’, SCr. dial. kvasina ‘vinegar’, etc.), Lat. 
caseus m. ‘cheese’, and in some Caucasian words. The appurtenance of the other IE 
forms is uncertain. The suffix -ax occurs also in a few other words of substratum 
origin. Note another cultural term of a similar areal distribution and belonging to the 
same semantic field: Arm. awii ‘a strong fermented drink, intoxicating beverage’, 
Russ. CS ol» ‘a kind of fermented drink’, Lith. alus ‘beer’, Pruss. alu ‘mead’, 
OEngl. ealu(b), Engl. ale ‘beer’; Oss. eliiton ‘a kind of beer’, Georg. (a)ludi ‘beer’, 
etc. 


k*ak* ‘human ordure, excrement’ (late, Norayr apud HAB 4: 567b). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects: Nor Naxijewan, Polis, Axalc'xa, Akn, Mus, 
Moks, Haéon, Svedia, Salmast, Ararat, Larabal, etc. [HAB 4: 567b]. 
eETYM Connected with the PIE Lallwort for ‘excrement’: Russ. kaka, Pers. kaka, 
Gr. karkn, etc. [Acarean 1908: 121b]. Similar words are found also in non-IE 
languages [HAB 4: 567b]. For a further discussion and references, see s.v. k'akor 
‘dung’. 


k‘ez, acc. and dat. of du sg. ‘you’ (q.v.). 
@ETYM From PIE *tue-ó"i. For a discussion, see s.vv. du ‘you’, es ‘I’, k‘o ‘your’. 


140 It is remarkable that Arm. azox ‘unripe grapes’ (Bible+), in my opinion, may be related 
with Abkhaz azaxua ‘grape-vine’ (see Akaba 1984: 65), according to V. Chirikba (p.c.), a- 
Zaq'a. 


Kent 661 


k*eni ‘wife’s sister’ (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Canon Law, Matt'eos Urhayec‘i). 

eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 570a]. 

eETYM Related with Lith. svaine ‘wife’s sister’, svainis ‘wife’s sister's husband’, 
Latv. svaine ‘wife’s sister’, ORuss. svesto ‘wife’s sister’, Russ. dial. svest’, svestka 
‘id.’, Russ. svojak ‘wife’s sister’s husband’, OHG ge-swio ‘Schwager’, MHG ge- 
swie ‘Schwägerin’, etc. HAB 4: 569-570; Bonfante 1984: 27; Saradzeva 1986: 260- 
262. For the cognate forms (without Armenian), see Pokorny 1959: 884; Szemerényi 
1977: 45-46, 94. 

The comparison is most probably correct; especially remarkable is the formal and 
semantic resemblance with Lith. svaine ‘wife’s sister’. There is no consensus on 
reconstruction of the Proto-Armenian vocalism, however. The proto-forms such as 
*syeniio- (HAB 4: 569b), *sweniieh>- (Jahukyan 1987: 146), *suoiniieh>- (Huld 
apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 85ab, 521-522) or the like would probably yield Arm. 
*k'ini-. Hübschmann therefore posits "k'eani < *svesanyo- (1897: 503), or 
*sveyenya- or *sveynya- (1899: 46). 


k‘eri, ea-stem: GDSg k'erw-o-y (Leviticus 20.20), AbIPl i k’ere-a-c‘ (Movses 
Xorenac‘i 3.48, 1913=1991: 319"'°) ‘mother’s brother, maternal uncle’ (attested also 
in Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, Law Code by Mxit‘ar Goš, etc.). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 570b]. 
eETYM Since Awetik'ean 1815, etc. (see HAB 4: 570a for references), derived from 
ker, the genitive form of E our ‘sister’ (q.v.). Hübschmann 1883: 55 mentions this 
view with hesitation and notes also OSax. swiri m. ‘cousin’. 

Later Hübschmann (1897: 504) rejects the etymology for semantic reasons. 
Indeed, the Armenian word refers to *mother's brother, maternal uncle'. Benveniste 
(1969, 1: 231 = 1973: 185) points out that the maternal uncle, *swesriyos, is literally 
designated as ‘he of the sister’ (‘celui de la soeur"), after his sister, who is the mother 
of ego. The same has been suggesed earliaer by Acaryan (Armeniaca apud HAB 4: 
666-667; see also Olsen 1999: 443, 443599). This is somewhat unexpected, however; 
‘celui de la soeur’ could only refer to ‘sister’s son’, i.e. ‘nephew’ (Skt. svasriya- m. 
*sister's son, nephew’ YV+, see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 796; cf. also OSax. swiri 
m. ‘cousin’); to indicate ‘mother’s brother’ one rather expects ‘celui de la mere’ 
[Beekes 1976a: 52; Szemerényi 1977: 192-193], cf. e.g. Skt. mätula- m. ‘maternal 
uncle’ (Br.+) from the word for ‘mother’ (see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 345, 
347)". 

The explanation can be that this word, originally meaning ‘sister’s son’, was not 
only used by women and could then, on the basis of reciprocality, come to denote 
the other member of the relation, the uncle; cf. e.g. MHG vetere, originally ‘father’s 
brother’, which refers to both ‘uncle’ and ‘nephew’ > Germ. Vetter ‘cousin’ (Beekes 
1976a: 52; Szemerenyi 1977: 193; Huld apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 521a). For a 
discussion, see also Pârvulescu 1989a: 75-76, who links Arm. k‘eri closely with 
OSax. swiri m. ‘Vetter’, OFris. swire f. “Vetterschaft’, etc., all going back to *suesr- 
ja (cf. above on Hübschmann 1883: 55). 


141 Jahukyan (19632: 95-96; 1987: 146, 189) posits an independent creation of *swe- ‘his own, 


etc. 


662 k‘erda(y) 


k‘erda(y) ‘scribe’. Only in Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 333"''', see also note 
442,11): k'erda: gragir. Reading variants: k‘erday, k‘erdoy, k ‘erdoyn. 
eETYM Aéatyan (HAB 4: 572a) mentions no etymological suggestion. Amalyan 
(1975: 442111) assumes that k‘erda(y), k‘erdoy(n) is a corruption for k ‘erd/t‘ot. 
However, this is not corroborated by any manuscript. The appurtenance to k’er-t‘- 
‘to scratch, chop, carve’ is possible. For -ay in person-designations, see s.vv. ark ‘ay 
‘king’, yawray ‘stepfather’, p 'esay ‘bridegroom’, cf. caray ‘servant’. Compare also 
darbn-ay-k ‘, coll/pl. of darbin ‘smith’ (q.v.). 

It is tempting to compare Arm. E ‘erday/k ‘erdoy ‘scribe’ with Welsh cerdd ‘craft; 
poetry, poem’, Olr. cerd ‘craft; poetry’, ‘craftsman, artisan, gold- and silversmith; 
poet’ from QIE. *kerda-, cf. Gr. xépóoc n. ‘gain, profit, desire to gain, cunning, 
wiles’ (see Brown 1947: 22-23; Watkins 1995: 75-76, 117; Mallory/Adams 1997: 
139ab). Uncertain. 


k‘erem ‘to scratch, rub, chop, skin’ (Bible+), ‘to write, carve’ (Grammarians, 
Ephrem, Nersés Snorhali); k‘er-t‘-em ‘to rub, chop, remove the skin from’ (Nersés 
Snorhali), ‘to write a poem’ in Plato, etc. (in derivatives - also Movsés Xorenac‘i, 
Book of Chries, Philo, etc.); k‘er-c-, 3sg.aor. e-k‘erc ‘to scratch, rub, chop’ (Bible+); 
k‘er-b-em ‘to rub, chop, remove the skin from’ in Parakanon Sarakanner (cf. dial. 
Ewdokia k‘erp ‘el, see HAB 4: 572b); k‘or ‘itch’ (Girk‘ molut‘eanc‘), k‘orem ‘to 
scratch, itch’ (Severian of Gabala, John Chrysostom, Evagrius of Pontus, etc.), 
redupl. k‘or-k‘orem (Atak‘el Dawrizec‘i). 

On k‘erel : grel ‘to write’ see AdonDion 2008: 45 k‘erakanut‘iwn = Gr. 
ypaywatixy in Dionysius Thrax, 6-7th cent. [AdonDios 2008: 1*5]. Note also k‘er-d- 
in a number of derivatives in Dionysius Thrax [Adonc‘ 1915-2008]: k‘erd-ot (= Gr. 
zoıntng ‘creator, producer, poet’), a-stem: GDPI K'erdol-a-c' (1'°, 277. k'erd-ot- 
akan [zruc'atrut'iwn ast nergoys k‘erdotakan yelanaks : é&émygowg Kata tov¢ 
évoxápyovrag nomukods tponove, (IL k'erd-ac (= Gr. moinua ‘poem’), a-stem: 
GDPI k‘erdac-a-c‘ (1°, 2-6, 45), API k'erdac-s (4'°), k'erd-ut'iwn = Gr. xoinow 
(2 et 31), K'erd-oc -eal = Gr. noındev (16"'), k'erdeal = Gr. mexoinuévov 
(21-5). Also in Commentary by Step'annos Siwnec‘i, see Adonc‘ 1915-2008: 
186-9. 1909, 191"! etc, 

On k‘er(d/t‘)- in grammatical sense, see further AdonDion 2008: cxxiv-cxxxiil; 
Jahukyan 1954: 38, 160-163, 178-179; A. Muradyan 1971: 161, 168-170, 175, 228- 
229, 286-287. Note also k'erday ‘scribe’ (q.v.); for -ay, cf. e.g. darbn-ay-k' (see s.v. 
darbin smith"). 
eDIAL The verbal forms k‘er- and k'ert'- are ubiquitous in the dialects; k'erc- is 
present in Axalc‘xa, Ararat, Larabat; the forms k'or and k'orem are widespread 
[HAB 4: 572a, 573ab, 589a]; on k‘erp -, see above. See also Jahukyan 1972: 280. 
eETYM From PIE *(s)ker- ‘to cut, split’: Gr. keipw ‘to cut (off), shave, mow off, 
ravage', OHG sceran ‘to cut’, Lith. skiriu, skirti “to separate’, etc.; see HAB 4: 571, 
572-5773, 589 with literature; Pokorny 1959: 941; Mallory/Adams 1997: 143b. 

For K'er-t /d-, cf. Skt. kart- ‘to cut, cut off, split, break’, YAv. kart- ‘to cut’, OHG 
scrinden ‘to split’, Lith. kertu ‘to fell, cut down’, Slav. *corta ‘line’, *cortati ‘to 
scratch, engrave; to draw’, *certiti ‘to charm’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 4, 1977: 
75-76, 161-163, 164-166; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 315-316; Cheung 2007: 243- 
244). See also s.v. k‘erda(y) ‘scribe’. The development *-rt- > Arm. -rd- is regular. 
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The by-form with -rt‘- may be from *k(e)rt-tV-, cf. Skt. krtta-, etc. (see 2.1.22.13). 
Arm. k‘erc- (aor. e-k ‘erc) possibly reflects sigm. aor. *kerd-s-. 

The form k’er-b/p‘- points to PIE *(s)ker-p- ‘to chop, cut’: OHG scirbi 
‘potsherd’, Lat. carpere ‘to pick, pluck’, Lith. kirpti ‘to chop, cut’, Latv. cirpt ‘to 
shave’, Czech cerep (arch., dial.) ‘broken piece of pottery’, Russ. deren ‘scull’, 
Cerpät‘ ‘to scoop, draw, ladle (out), cerpak ‘scoop, ladle’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 
4, 1977: 70-74). See also s.v. k‘arb ‘basilisk, asp’. 

According to Kortlandt 1975: 44 = 2003: 11, the unpalatalized initial k‘- was 
taken from k‘orem ‘to scratch’. The latter, with iterative-prone semantics, continues 
an iterative formation *(s)kor(H)-eie-, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 142; Barton 1989: 
153. For a further discussion, see Pisani 1950: 165f; Ravnes 1991: 136; Olsen 1999: 
8065). 


k‘ist, o-stem: ISg k‘st-o-v in Hexaemeron (K. Muradyan 1984: 135.-?) and Ephrem 


‘seta (of wheat)’; attested in Koriwn, Hexaemeron, Ephrem, etc.; later also k‘is 
(Grigor Tat'ewac'i); k‘st-umn ‘bristling’ (Gank Kotbac‘i), k‘st-mn-im ‘to bristle 
from terror, be terrified’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Preserved in several dialects, generally meaning ‘seta (of wheat)’, apart from 
Ganjak, where k‘ist denotes ‘fish-bone or snake-sting'. In Mus, Moks, Xarberd, 
Svedia: *k'is. Ararat k‘istt and Juta k‘estx (rural k'istx) point to *k 'ist-/ [HAB 4: 
580b]. 

I wonder whether the following forms belong here, too: 

Hamsen k ‘ist *weaver's comb’ (see Acarean 1913: 1115b). Larabat k ‘ist ‘the penis 
of a child’ (see Aéafean 1913: 1115b). Note that Ganjak, where k ‘ist means also 
*fish-bone', belongs to the dialect-group of Larabat. We may be dealing, thus, with 
the semantic field reflected e.g. in cognate forms deriving from PIE *keh ul-: Lat. 
caulis m. ‘stem (of a plant), cabbage; penis’; Gr. xavAóc m. ‘stem, pole’; Olr. cual f. 
‘faggot, bundle of sticks’; Lith. m. kaulas ‘bone’, Latv. katils m. ‘bone, stem’, etc. 
(see s.v. c 'awl-un ‘stem, stalk; straw"). 
eETYM Aéaryan (HAB 4: 580b) does not accept any etymological attempt. 

Arm. Eiter is reminiscent of Slav. *kisto displaying the following meanings: 
‘raceme’, ‘seta’, ‘brush’, ‘bunch’, ‘cluster’, ‘wrist’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 13, 
1987: 276-277). Uncertain. 


k'irtn, an-stem: AblSg i k'rtan-e, GDPI k‘rtan-c‘, IPl k'rtam-b-k' (Bible+), NPI 
k'rtun-k' (Luke 22.44), API k'rtun-s (P*awstos Buzand, Paterica), NPL also k ‘rtin-k‘ 
(John Chrysostom, Plato) 'sweat', metaphorically 'toil, hard labour’ (Bible+); 
denominative verb k‘rtnem, 3sg.aor. k'rtneac' (Nerses Lambronac‘i, Nersés 
Snorhali), 2pl.aor. k'rtnec'ik' (Nerses Snorhali), k‘rtnim, lsg.aor. k‘rtn-ec‘ay 
(Grigor Narekac'i) 3sg.aor. -ec'aw (Ephrem, Nersés Snorhali), 3pl.aor. -ec'an 
(Lazar P‘arpec‘i), 3sg.subj. k'rtnes-c'i (Agat'angelos, Nerses Lambronac‘i) ‘to 
sweat; to toil, labour hard’ (5" cent.+: Agat'angelos, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, etc.), k'rtnam 
(k‘rtnal-ov in Philo), k‘rtanel inf. (Zak‘aria Catholicos, 9" cent.) ‘id.’; 3sg.caus. 
k‘rtnac‘uc‘ane (Agat' angelos). 
eDIAL The frozen plural k'rtink' ‘sweat’ is widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 
581a]. Hamsen has k‘aydink‘ and k'aydnink [Ataryan 1947: 258]. Some E and SE 
peripheral dialects display forms reflecting k‘rt(n)unk‘ : Agulis k Tt'unk' and Juta 
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k'rt'unk' through assimilation k‘..r > k‘..t‘ [Aéatean 1935: 136, 398; 1940: 146, 
390a; M. Zak‘aryan 2008: 329]; Larabat, Goris krtnonk' [HAB 4: 581a]. Note also 
Larabat k'ar(t)nonk', k'art'nunk', etc. vs. k'art'nink?, k‘artink® [Davt'yan 1966: 
498], Samaxi kart 'nonk‘ vs. k'rtink /k® [Batramyan 1964: 231]. 

Denominative verbal forms: Marala k arnel (vs. subst. k‘art ink”) [Aéatean 1926: 
122, 430; Davt'yan 1966: 501], Larabat k'ar/rtank'el, k'art'ank'el, k'arank'el, 
k'arhynel, k'asnank'el [Davt‘yan 1966: 501], Samaxi k'art'ank'il [Batramyan 1964: 
232]; Hamsen k‘aydnus, k'aydank ‘us, caus. k'aydnec ‘anus [Aéatyan 1947: 258]. For 
other verbal forms and for derivatives, see Acaryan 1913: 1129-1130. 
eETYM From PIE *suid-r-: Gr. idpa@c¢, -@Tog, ep. acc. iöp® ‘sweat’, Latv. pl. sviédri 
‘id.’, Alb. djérsé f. ‘perspiration, sweat’, djers ‘to sweat’; stem "sueid-: Skt. sved- 
‘to sweat’, svéda- m. ‘sweat’, YAv. x'aeóa- m. ‘sweat’, MPers. xwistan ‘to sweat’, 
xwey ‘sweat’, NPers. xway ‘sweat’, Oss. xid/xed ‘sweat’, Lat. siidd, -dre ‘to sweat, 
perspire’, sudor, -oris m. ‘sweat, perspiration; toil, exertion’ (cf. the semantic 
development of the Armenian word), OHG sweiz ‘sweat’, Latv. svistu ‘to sweat’, etc. 
Hübschmann 1883: 55; 1897: 503; Meillet 1894: 156-157; HAB 4: 581a with lit.; 
Rudnicki 1938; Pokorny 1959: 1043; Kortlandt 1986: 43 = 2003: 72; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 560a; Beekes 2003: 197, 206; for the cognate forms, see also 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 798-799; for an etymological discussion of the Albanian 
form, see Rix 1985: 340; Demiraj 1997: 139-140; Kortlandt 2003: 119. 

Beekes 1972a: 35-36 reconstructs HD r-stem: nom. *swe/oid-é/or (cf. Latv. 
sviédri), gen. *suid-r-os, cf. Arm. k‘irtn, Gr. iópcc. The Greek and Armenian forms 
represent a combination of r-stem and s-stem possibly seen in Lat. sudor, -Oris m. 
‘sweat’ (cf. Chantraine 1968-80: 456; for Latin, see Rix 1985)'*. Most probably, 
Arm. k'irtn reflects QIE accusative *suidr-os-m, cf. Gr. acc. ióp prob. from -óa < 
*os-m (see Kortlandt 1996a: 58 = 2003: 119; Viredaz 2001-02a: 4). On the other 
hand, one assumes a transfer to n-declension by analogy of n-stem body-part 
designations (see Jahukyan 1982: 114; cf. Schmitt 1981: 71, 103; Rix 1985: 340). 
For a further discussion of these and other views, see Clackson 1994: 226136; Olsen 
1999: 128-129. 

For the regular metathesis *-dr- > Arm. -rt-, see 2.1.26.2. 


k‘n-ac, i-stem: k'nac-i-c' ‘id.’ (John Chrysostom, Evagrius of Pontus, Yovhannes 
Erznkac‘1), k‘néac ‘sleepy, drowsy’ (Bible+), k‘n-ac-u 'somniferous' (Eznik 
Kotbac‘i, 5" cent.; Ma$toc‘ Jahkec‘woc‘, 14" cent.). 
eETYM Composed of k‘un ‘sleep’ (q.v.) and the participle ending -ac, originated 
from acem ‘to lead’. The form k‘n-ac ‘sleepy, drowsy’ may be directly compared 
with Skt. d-svapnaj- ‘schlummerlos’ (see Olsen 2000: 403; Rasmussen 2003: 355). 


k‘o, gen. of 2.sg.pers.pron. du ‘you’ (q.v.); 2.sg.poss.pron. k*o, gen. k'oy, k'oyoy 
‘your’. 
eETYM The forms k‘o (gen. of 2sg.pers.pron.) and k‘oy (gen. of 2.sg.poss.pron.) 
derive from *tue/o(so) and *tuosio, respectively, with the regular sound change *tu- 
> k'-, cf. Skt. tvá-, Gr. 005, Lat. tuus ‘thy’, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 504; Pedersen 
1905: 197-198 = 1982: 59-60; Grammont 1918: 251-253; AcarLiak 2, 1954: 45, 56; 


1? Lat. südor is ambiguous; *r-stem is possible, too (see Beekes 1972a: 35-36). 
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Godel 1975: 111; Schmitt 1981: 116-117; Jahukyan 1987: 154; Ravnzs 1991: 167- 
168; Weitenberg 1999-2000: 18; on PIE, see Szemerényi 1996: 220). For forms and 
a further discussion, see s.vv. es ‘I’ and du ‘you’. 


k‘ot‘anak ‘linen garment’ (Evagrius of Pontus, Philo, etc.). 

eETYM No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 4: 585b. The word has been 
linked with Skt. kantha ‘cloth made of patches’, Pali kathina-, Lat. cento ‘garment 
made of several patches’, OHG hadar ‘rags’ (see Ravnes 1991: 130, for the 
reference to Belardi 1958: 29ff, in Ricerche linguistiche 4). This etymology is 
widely accepted: Pokorny 1959: 567; Ravnas 1991: 130 (“this can possibly be a 
migratory word, but it can nevertheless be IE of origin"); Schrijver 1991: 432-433 
(assuming a *kot(H)- for the Armenian and OHG forms); Mallory/Adams 1997: 
110a. 

Since NHB 2: 1010a (also HAB 4: 585b; Jahukyan 1987: 464), however, Arm. 
k'ot'anak ‘linen garment’ has been correctly compared with the word for ‘linen, 
linen garment, cotton, cloth’ widespread in the Near East and Europe: Phoen. ktn 
‘linen garment’ (> Gr. yızov ‘chiton’), Akkad. kitü(m), Pers. katan, Engl. cotton, etc.; 
as well as Arm. ktaw ‘linen, cloth, linen garment’'*’ (Bible+; widespread in the 
dialects), MidArm. and dial. k‘(a)t‘an ‘linen’, k't'et' ‘linen garment’ (see 
Hübschmann 1897: 308; Acarean 1902: 356; 1913: 1111; HAB 2: 675-676; 4: 577; 
Jahukyan 1987: 452, 464, 467; Greppin 1989a: 77, 80). Whether the IE forms above 
(Skt. kanthà ‘cloth made of patches’, OHG hadar ‘rags’, etc.) are related with this 
migratory term is uncertain. 


k‘oyr, GDSg Eer, AblSg i k‘er-é, ISg k'er-b, NPI k'or-k', API k'or-s, GDPI K'er-c' 
(rich evidence in the Bible, see Astuacaturean 1895: 1548-1549); later: GDSg k ver, 
k'awer (Paterica, Step‘anos Taronec‘i Asolik, Nerses Lambronac‘i), k ‘or (Law Code 
by Mxit'ar Goš), ISg k‘uer-b (Law Code by Mxit‘ar Goš), NPI &'er-i-k' (Canon 
Law), API k‘er-s (Ephrem), etc. ‘sister’ (Bible+). 
eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects [HAB 4: 587a]. Beside the nominative Eur, 
Larabat has a vocative d-k‘er, genitive k‘aver, k‘uver, kəvər, etc. (HAB 4: 587a; 
Davt‘yan 1966: 53, 79, 500, and especially, with paradigms, 108-109, 112). For the 
Agulis paradigm (vir, etc.), see Acarean 1935: 209. 
eETYM Derived from PIE *suesor- ‘sister’: Skt. svasar- f. ‘sister’ (RV+), YAv. 
x'aghar- f. ‘sister’, Gr. (Hes.) čop Vvyarnp, &veyióc, Lat. soror ‘sister’, Olr. siur, 
gen. sethar (instead of *sesar in analogy to máthair, máthar, etc.), Goth. swistar, 
Lith. sesuö ‘sister’, OCS sestra, etc. Hübschmann 1897: 504; HAB 4: 586-587 with 
lit.; Pokorny 1959: 1051; Szemerényi 1977: 32-47; Mallory/Adams 1997: 521. 

Arm. nom k‘oyr, gen. k'et, instr. k'er-b and nom.pl. k'or-k' derive from PIE 
*suesór (> "-ehu- > *-eu- > -oy-)' ^, *suesr-ós, *sues-r-b"i, and *suesor-es, 
respectively; for a discussion see, apart from the references above, Hübschmann 
1883: 55, 87; Meillet 1936: 39; Jahukyan 1959: 169-171; Kortlandt 1980: 100-101; 


18 Tt has been suggested that the ultimate source of Arm. kt-aw ‘linen’ and related words may 
be Arm. kut ‘seed’ (HAB 2: 675-676; N. Mkrté*yan 1970: 251; Jahukyan 1976a: 46-47; 1980, 
2: 104; 1987: 126, 437, 452, 467). 

^ Klingenschmitt 1982: 154 suggests *hue"hür > *K'óu(h)ur > *k'our, with u-epenthesis; cf. 
also Olsen 1999: 153. 
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1984a: 101; 1985: 20-21, 23 = 2003: 28-29, 48, 64-65, 67; Schmitt 1981: 105; K. 
Schmidt 1987: 36; 1992: 38; Clackson 1994: 53, 21077; Olsen 1999: 153; Viredaz 
2000; Beekes 2003: 170, 197, 209, 211. 

The secondary forms GDSg Ever, NAPI k'uer-k "s, GDPI k‘uer-c‘ have been 
explained through an adaptation to -er-declension (cf. dustr, gen. dster ‘daughter’), 
and the forms k‘or and k ‘var (next to NSg k‘ur) may be analogical after ClArm. pl. 
k'or-k', as well as genitives hawr ‘of father’, eibawr ‘of brother’, etc. (for a 
discussion, see AcarLiak 3, 1957: 539-540; Atayan 1958: 72-74; 2003: 78-80, 120; 
Jahukyan 1959: 170; E. Tumanjan 1971: 226, 226,96; A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 56; 
Ervandyan 2007: 37). 

The vocalism of Larabat nom. Eer and k‘ir may be taken from the vocative á- 
k'er. Here the change -oy- > -e- may be due to the unaccented position.'^ 

See also s.v. k‘erii ‘maternal uncle’. 


k‘os, o-stem: ISg k‘os-o-v in Deuteronomy 28.27; IPI k‘os-o-v-k‘ in Carontir; 

uncertain: Hexaemeron 5 (K. Muradyan 1984: 150'''; note: 34171), ‘a kind of 
leprosy, scab, itch’ (Bible+). 

In Deuteronomy 28.27 (Cox 1981: 184): harc € zk'ez t[e]r ketov egiptac 'oc'n ew 
t ‘anc ‘iwk‘ ew zayrac‘eal k'osov, ew mnov, zi mi karasc'es bzskel : natadaı oe küpiog 
év kei Aiyoatio Ev taic Edpais Kai yopa aypia Kai on ote um dvvaoval oc 
iadnvaı [RevStBible has: “The Lord will smite you with the boils of Egypt, and with 
the ulcers and the scurvy and the itch, of which you cannot be healed”]. Here 
vopa'” aypia. “with malignant itch/scurvy” is rendered by zayrac ‘eal k‘osov. 

Refers also to a disease of trees (Evagrius) and to “stone-moss” (k‘ar-a-k‘os in 
Agat‘angetos+). 
eDIAL Widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 588a]. On *k ‘awt 'ar-k'osi, see 3.5.2.2. 
eETYM The etymology of k‘os is uncertain; derived from *kosso- (cf. Lith. kasyti ‘to 
scratch constantly’, etc.) or compared with Arm. k‘or ‘scratch, itch’ (see HAB 4: 
588a; Jahukyan 1967: 124105; Olsen 1999: 44). 


k'san, mostly uninflected (some evidence for i-stem) ‘twenty’ (Bible+). 

eDIAL Ubiquitous in the dialects. Marala and Agulis have geminate -ss- [HAB 4: 
5992]. 

eETYM From PIE *uiknti ‘twenty’ < *dui-dkmt- ‘two tens’: Skt. vimsati- f., YAv. 
visaiti, MPers. wist, NPers. bist, Gr. eixoot'*’ < *eurkosi, cf. Dor. Fikarı, Lat. uiginti, 
Olr. fiche, gen. fichet < *uikant-s, *-os, MWelsh ugeint, etc. from *uikanti (Schrijver 
1995: 159), Toch. A wiki and B ikäm < PToch. *wikdn, etc.; PArm. *gisan > *gsan > 
k'san through unvoicing of *g- before the sibilant -s-. See Hübschmann 1883: 55; 
1897: 504; Meillet 1910-11: 217; 1936: 40; HAB 4: 598-599 with lit.; Pokorny 
1959: 1177; Szemerényi 1960: 23-24; Schmitt 1981: 131; Clackson 1994: 46; 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 550-551; Mallory/Adams 1997: 404b; Adams 1999: 61- 
63; Olsen 1999: 628. 


14 Hardly from PIE vocative *suésor > *k &(ha)r. 
146 Gr. yapa. ‘itch, scurvy; a disease of trees, scab; moth’. 
147 The comparison with the Greek word has already been suggested in NHB 2: 1013c. 
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Winter 1965: 106-107 explains the Armenian aspirated k‘- instead of e as a 
reflex of PIE Xw-. A somewhat similar explanation has been offered by Kortlandt 
(1976: 965; 1983: 14; 1994a: 255-256 = 2003: 5, 43, 100-101): *e- in Greek *euikosi 
reflects the glottal element of the (preglottalized) d, of which the obstruent, the 
plosive element, disappeared through dissimilation; the glottal stop was vocalized 
into an e- in Greek, exactly as happened with *h,- (see also Beekes 1989:28; 1995: 
213-214; Schrijver 1991: 83, 182; also lit. in Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 551); in 
Armenian it devoiced the following *u in the same way as *h- from *s-, e.g. in k'oyr 
« *suesor ‘sister’. For further references and a discussion on this issue I refer to 
Huld 1980a. In my opinion, the traditional explanation (*gisan > *gsan > k'san) is 
more plausible. 

The loss of the dental in the expected PArm. *k'sand(i) may be analogical after 
the higher decades in -sun < *komth;, compare a similar influence responsible for 
the vowel -o- of the Greek form. For a different explanation of the Armenian 
auslaut, see Olsen 1989: 221-222. 


k‘un, o-stem: GDSg k‘n-o-y, ISg k‘n-o-v (Bible) ‘sleep’ (abundant in the Bible, 
Astuacaturean 1895: 1549-1550); k'nem ‘to sleep’ (Porphyry); k'unem ‘to sleep’ 
(Proverbs 3.24; John Chrysostom, Gregory of Nyssa, etc.; see below for an 
illustration from Book of Chries), ‘to die’ (Bible), ‘to have a sexual relation’ + and 
‘with’ (Bible, Astuacaturean 1895: 15502); k*neac see also s.vv. t-k‘un ‘sleepless’, 
k*un-k* ‘temple (of head)’, k'n-(&)ac ‘sleepy’. 

A textual illustration for k'unem ‘to sleep’ in a xrat (gnome, aphorism) from Book 
of Chries 2.0 (G. Muradyan 1993: 44°; Russ. transl. 2000: 47): Oc‘ & part 
zamenayn gisern k'unel : “He cnejryer cam Bcro gout `, For the Greek passage, see 
G. Muradyan 1993: 270;). 

The derivative k‘n-aran ‘place to sleep, bed; grave’ (Grigor Narekac‘i, etc.) 
contains the suffix -aran of Iranian origin (on which see Greppin 1975: 48-49; 
Jahukyan 1998: 17; Olsen 1999: 339-341). 
eDIAL The noun k‘un is dialectally ubiquitous [HAB 4: 592b] Numerous 
derivatives and phrases [Amatuni 1912: 675; Acarean 1913: 1117b, 1123; Gabikean 
1952: 576]. 

The verb k‘unel ‘futuere’ (noted also in NHB 2: 1012b): Polis k 'un-v-il, iterative 
k'un-v-t-il, coll. noun &'un-v-t-uk', caus. k un-c 'n-el, Larabat iterative k'un-k ‘un-at- 
el, abusive compounds starting with *k'unac-a- [Atarean 1913: 1124a], Goris 
*k'unac-a- ‘id.’ [Margaryan 1975: 497a], Sebastia E ‘unel ‘futuere’, k'un-ic' ‘penis’ 
[Gabikean 1952: 576], etc. It is widespread in contemporary dialects and in the 
modern vulgar language in not only in abusive expressions but also as the principal 
verb for ‘futuere’. 

The word k‘n-ap‘ ‘slumberous, somnolent’, attested in Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i (14-15" 
cent, Syunik‘), is present in the same area of Syunik‘ and surroundings: Goris 
k'anap' [Margaryan 1975: 496b], Larabat *k ‘nap ‘ [Aéatean 1913: 1117b], k'unap' 
[L. Harut'yunyan 1991: 381]. 
eETYM Since Petermann, Windischmann et al. (see HAB 4: 592), linked with the 
PIE word for ‘sleep’, *suop-no-: Skt. svápna- m. ‘sleep, dream’, Av. x'afna- m. 
‘sleep, dream’, Gr. önvog ‘sleep’, Lat. somnus ‘sleep’, Lith. sápnas ‘dream’, OCS 
sonb ‘sleep’, etc. (Hübschmann 1897: 504; Meillet 1936: 32; Benveniste 1967: 12- 
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15; Schindler 1966b: 73; Clackson 1994: 111; Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 791-792; 
Olsen 1999: 29). 

For the aberrant vocalism of k'unem beside the regular k'nem see Hübschmann 
1897: 504; de Lamberterie 1978: 281; Clackson 1994: 168, 234575; Olsen 1999: 15. 

A. Petrosyan (2007: 11-12) assumes that the meaning ‘futuere’ has been resulted 
from contamination with PIE *keh>- ‘love’: Skt. kā- ‘to desire, like’, kama- m. 
‘wish, desire’, Lat. ca-rus ‘dear, costly; precious, loved’, Goth. ho-rs ‘adulterer’, 
OEngl. hör ‘adulterer’, hore ‘whore’, NEngl. whore, etc. (see Schrijver 1991: 95, 
112; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 334, 338-339; Mallory/Adams 1997: 357b). The 
appurtenance of Arm. k ‘unem to this etymon is formally improbable. Note that Toch. 
B kanm- ‘to play’ and its derivation from *köm-ne/o- is uncertain (Adams 1997: 
150). Besides, the Armenian form k‘unem is not limited to the meaning ‘futuere’, 
and the semantic shift intrans. ‘schlafen’ > trans. ‘beschlafen’ (see Gabikean 1952: 
576) is quite possible. 


k*un-k* ‘temple (of head)’ (Gregory of Nyssa, etc.). 
eDIAL Replaced by various compounds with k‘un ‘sleep’ as the first member 
[Amatuni 1912: 675b; Acarean 1913: 1117b; HAB 4: 592b], also k'n-er-k' in 
DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1067c. 
eETYM Since NHB 2: 1012b, derived from k‘un ‘sleep’, cf. Czech spanky, Germ. 
Schläfe, etc. [Pedersen 1906a: 237, = 1982: 105;; HAB 4: 592-593]. 
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Altk‘ or Tuzasar, a village in the vicinity of Sebasta [Gabikean 1952: 673]. 
eETYM From ait ‘salt’ (q.v.). This is corroborated by the alternative name of the 
village Tuz-a-sar, lit. ‘mountain of salt’, with Turk. tuz ‘salt’ (cf. Arm. dial. t'uz, 
Aéarean 1902: 137). This place-name must be old because oft ‘salt’ has not been 
preserved in the dialects. 


Ardean-k* (API Ardean-s) a large village in the province of Ayrarat, attested only in 
P‘awstos Buzand 5.6 (1883=1984: 171''”). The passage reads: i gawarn Ayrayratu i 
mec i gewin anjin ark'uni, orum Ardeansn koc'en : “to the large village named 
Ardeans, at the royal treasury/barns of the district of Ayrarat". The name appears in 
API Ardean-s and implies NPl Ardean-k‘ [Garsoian 1989: 444-445]. 
eETYM No etymology is known to me. 

In the passage from P'awstos, Ardeans 1s said to be a village of the royal treasury 
or, perhaps better, of the royal granary/barn (see s.v. unj, “treasure, granary’). 
Bearing this in mind, one may derive Ardean-s from Arm. *ard(i), ea-stem ‘work’: 
ardea-w-k‘ ‘indeed’ (instrumental); ardiwn-k', API ardiwn-s, GDPI ardeanc‘ ‘deed, 
work; (earth) products’ (Bible+), dial. *ard(i)umn ‘earth goods, harvest’ (see s.v. 
ard;) Note that the latter has been preserved in the dialect of Ararat, which is 
roughly spoken in the Eastern part of the province of Ayrarat. Ardean-k' is 
composed of *ardi ‘work, goods’ and the suffix -an-k', cf. apr-an-k' ‘products, 
properties’ from verbal *apur- ‘to live, survive’. 

The exact location of Ardean-s is unknown. It is tempting to locate it in Sirak, a 
district in Ayrarat, the famous barns of which are mentioned in the old saying 
recorded in Movsés Xorenac'i 1.12 (1913=1991: 40"; transl. Thomson 1978: 90): t ‘ë 
k'o Sarayi orkorn &, asen, mer Sirakay ambark'n d'en : “If you have the throat of 
Sharay, they say, we do not have the barns of Shirak"; for the full passage and the 
context, see s.v. araspel. The high quality and abundance of bread in Sirak was 
famed even in the 20" century, cf. e.g. the story *Gelo" (“The wolf") written in 1913 
by H. T'umanyan (5, 1994: 118-75. A similar fame is traditionally ascribed to 
Basen, another district of Ayrarat; see Hakobyan 1974: 6, 14. 

That a place abounding in corns, fruits, etc. and/or having famous barns can be 
named ‘barns, granary’ and the like is not unusual, cf. Mayeak in Moks < mayeak 
‘barn’ (see HAB 3: 245a). In this respect the following seems interesting. 

The territory of the province of Moks roughly coincides with the Urartian country 
of Aiduni/Aiadu, South of Lake Van, the name of which has survived in the 
district-name Aytu-an-k‘. In Aiduni/Aiadu there is a place-name Ardiunak which, 
according to Jahukyan (1988: 157, 159-160), derives from Arm. ardiun-k‘ “earth 


148 [ wonder if this word is related with MPers. m ’dy’n [mädayän] ‘capital (of wealth)’, Boyce 
1977: 55; see also MacKenzie 1971: 53. Further, note m’yg 'substance, nature’, NPers. 
mäyah, see Nyberg 1974: 129b. 
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products’. If this is correct, one wonders whether Urart. Ardiunak is identical with 
Arm. Mayeak, both names reflecting synonymous appellatives meaning ‘earth 
products, barns’. In this case we are dealing with continuation of the toponymical 
pattern: *Ardiwn- has been replaced by Mayeak. For such a replacement, see 4.3. At 
any case, Mayeak and, possibly, Ardiunak can serve at least as typological parallels 
for the origin of the place-name Ardean-k' < **earth goods, barns’. 


Aracani, Eastern Euphrates, Assyr. Arsania, ancient Arsanias (Phny 5.20), now 
known as Murad-su, see Hübschmann 1904: 204, 361, 404; Adontz 1970 (« 1908): 
14, 16, 29-32, 241, et passim; Eremyan 1963: 38b; Hewsen 1992: 1564, 164,4. Not 
attested in the 5" century. In P‘awstos Buzand (5" cent, several times) and 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent., T‘osunyan 1996: 38-5, 178) this river is 
referred to as Ep ‘rat, which is the principal name of the (Western) Euphrates (see 
Hübschmann 1904: 426-427; Garsoian 1989: 461-462). 

Aracani occurs in the long recension of Asxarhac 'oyc ', the 7" century Armenian 
Geography by Anania Sirakac‘i, in the description of the province of Cop‘-k‘ 
[Soukry 1881: 30''"': Dégik gawar, <..> Gawrég gawar, and ors ekeal Aracani 
xarni yEp rat i k'alak'n Lusat'aric "the district of Degik, <...> the district of 
Gawreg, through which flows the Aracani [River] which joins the Euphrates at the 
city of Lusat'aric" (cf. Hewsen 1992: 59). Then Aracani is mentioned three times in 
the context of the province of Ta(w)ruberan [Soukry 1881: 31; Hewsen 1992: 63]. 

The beginning of Aracani 1s described in the context of the province of Ayrarat 
[Soukry 1881: 34]: Ew Aracani zskizbn uni i Catkotné, i telwojen or koc 'i Oskik‘, 
ew gnalov and hiwsiwsi patelov zNpatakan lerambn, ar Bagwan delwojn, xarni i 
Bagrewan get "The Aracani begins in Catkotn at the place called Oskik‘, then flows 
north around Mount Npat near the village of Bagwan and enters the River 
Bagrewan" [Hewsen 1992: 65]. Further, abl. y-Aracanw-o-y is attested in Soukry 
1881: 38'"'*; Hewsen 1992: 71. 

Several attestations in Yovhan Mamikonean: gen.-dat. Aracn-o-y, vars. Aracanoy, 
Arcnoy, Arcnwoy, Araca(y)nu (A. Abrahamyan 1941: 113'°, 210'*, 233^, 263", 
2707); and yAracni (vars. and Arcni, and Aracani, etc.) “through Aracani’ (op. cit. 
200 ?). 

Aracani, gen. Aracanoy, is attested in the Alexander Romance, rendering 
Euphrates, also as the source of Ep rat (see H. Simonyan 1989: 1997, 200 three 
times, 206, 396 three times, and the note 564-565 34). It is also found in Lewond 
(see Ter-Lewondyan 1982: 119; Arzoumanian 1982: 136, 19044). 
eETYM No etymology in Hübschmann 1904: 404 (considered *vorarmenisch"). 

Together with *Arc-es (probably due to assimilation from *Arc-es), Aracani has 
been derived from PIE *h,(e)rg- ‘shiny, whitish’, cf. arcat‘ ‘silver’ (see Jihanyan 
1991: 232, 233-234; S. Petrosyan 1991: 129-131; A. Petrosyan 2006: 12-14). 
Possible cognate place-names: Arga in Spain, Arga or Arge in Lithuania, Gr. Apyoc, 
Thrac. Apoc, Illyr. Argya, etc. (see Krahe 1955: 94; 1963: 292, 2925, 315-316; 
Párvulescu 1989: 290-291), as well as Av. arazi- f. ‘Name eines Zuflusses des Sees 
Kasaoiia’ in Yt 19.67g (see Hintze 1994: 416). For the typology, compare Arcat '- 
alber-k', a plain in Basean, literally: “Silver Springs’ (Hübschmann 1904: 404), 
attested in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.) 3.79 [1904: 146^]: i dastin alberakanc‘, zor 
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Arcat'albersn koc'en "in the plain of springs which is called ‘Silver Springs’" 
(transl. Thomson 1991: 204). 

Although not attested in the 5" century, the river-name Aracani must be very old 
since it is attested in the form *Arcani- in Assyrian sources onwards." The form 
Aracani vs. *Arcani- and the ending -ani have not received a proper interpretation. 
In what follows I offer a tentative explanation for them. 

The cognate forms of the PIE appellative point to: 

*h,(e)rg-: Hitt. harki- ‘white, bright’, Skt. rjrá- ‘shining reddishly, 
brightcoloured; quick’, Gr. åpyóç ‘shining white; quick’ (Caland-system *-i- vs. 
*_ro-, Collinge 1985: 23-27; Beekes 1995: 170; Szemerényi 1996: 193-194; 
Kloekhorst 2008: 307; see also Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 253-254); 

*h erg-u-: Toch. A arki, B arkwi ‘white’ < PToch. *arkw(à)i < *hzerg-u(i)-n- (cf. 
Toch. A ärkyanc), Skt. árjuna- ‘light, white, silver-coloured', Gr. &pyupog m. 
‘silver’, &pyvgoc ‘silver-shining’, etc. (Specht 1947: 113-115; Huld/Adams apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 641b; Adams 1999: 49-50, and references below); 

*h»(e)r$-nt-: Y Av. arazata- n., OPers. ardata- ‘silver’, Lat. argentum n. ‘silver’, 
etc. (see s.v. arcat‘ ‘silver’); on Skt. rajatá-, see below. 

The PIE hypothetical paradigm */;er$-u- vs. *h»r$-e/ont- might produce PArm. 
nom. *(h)arc-u-r (cf. also Gr. dpyvpoc 'silver') vs. oblique and compositional 
*arcan(t) ‘white, silver-shining'. Both forms may be seen in river-names, *Arcan- 
and *Arcur- (q.v.). For the paradigm, compare barj-r, GDSg barj-u, NPI barjun-k‘, 
GDPI barjan-c‘ ‘high’ vs. Hitt. parku- ‘high’ ` Skt. brhánt- (f. brhati-), YAv. 
barazant- (f. barazaiti-), Oss. beerzond, etc. ‘high’ (see s.v. barjr ‘high’). Note 
especially the ‘Old European’ hydronym Brigantia (on which see Krahe AltFluß 3, 
1951-52: 225-227; 1963: 322). Note also other European hydronyms in -(a)nt-, 
-antia and the like, especially Argantia (see Krahe AltFluß 3, 1951-52: 1ff, 236ff; 4, 
1953: 37ff, 243; Krahe 1959: 11-12; 1963: 316a). 

Next to the root form *A;(e)r$- (see above), in Indo-Iranian one also finds *A;reg- 
: Skt. rajatá- 'silver-coloured, shining white, made of silver’, n. ‘silver’ (cf. 
Mallory/Huld 1984: 4-59. Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 229 = 1995, 1: Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 116; 2, 1996: 425-426). If the theory on early Iranian or Aryan 
borrowings in Armenian is accepted (see s.vv. arcat' ‘silver’, arcui ‘eagle’), one 
may tentatively assume that the Armenian by-form *Aracan- (vs. regular *Arcan-) is 
due to influence of an Aryan unattested *raj-(a)nt- *silver-coloured, shining white’. 


Arciw, a village in the province of Siwnik', close to the monastery of Tat'ew; next 
there is also Arciw-a-katar, lit. 'eagle-summit (both in Step‘anos Orbelean, died in 
1303/5); also other derivatives [Hübschmann 1904: 404-405]. Note also *Arcav- 
boyn, lit. ‘eagle’s nest’, cf. Arca[v]bunoy S. Astuacacni vank‘ in R&tunik' (see 
Oskean 1939a: 162f). This compound toponym structurally parallels Persian Alamüt, 


' One also finds Arsiani in a recently discovered Urartian text (Armen Petrosyan p.c., 
referring to M. Salvini, Corpus dei testi urartei, vol. 1. Roma, 2008, pp. 545-546). 

150 It has been suggested that Skt. rajatá- belongs rather with raj- ‘to colour; to become red; to 
become excited’, cf. Gr. géie ‘to dye, paint’, pñyoç n. ‘carpet, rug’, etc. (Mallory/Huld 1984: 
4-5; for the forms see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 424). 
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a fortress in the mountains of Rüdbär, lit. probably ‘nid de l’aigle’ (for a discussion 
of this Persian toponym, see Huart 1908-09). 

eETYM = arcui, arciw ‘eagle’ from *hzrgipio-: Skt. rjipyá-, etc.; cf. Av. arazifiia-, 
see Hintze 1994: 416; for Iranian and other parallels, see Eilers 1987: 26 (note 
especially Indian mountain-name Grdhra-küta m. ‘Geierspitze’, structurally 
comparable with Arm. Arciw-a-katar). 

There are many Armenian place-names based on arcv- ‘eagle’ (see HayTetBar 1, 
1986: 451-454). One of them (also in Siwnik‘) deserves a closer look: Arcvanik, a 
village located 16 km NE to Kapan. It seems that this place-name too contains arciw 
‘eagle’. In fact, the older, historical version of this toponym is Eric -vanik (from the 
anthroponym Eric ‘-ak < erec‘ ‘priest’, see AcarAnjn 2, 1944: 143) and modern 
Arcvanik should be seen as its modification (Abrahamyan/Sahinyan 1975: 116; A. 
G. Abrahamyan 1978: 182-183; A. A. Abrahamyan 1986: 431.00; HayTelBar 1, 
1986: 452), perhaps through contamination with arciw ‘eagle’. 


Arcurak, a river in the vicinity of Xarberd, paired with Sew getak “Black River’ (see 
Srvanjtyanc‘ 1, 1982: 362). 
eETYM In view of the contrast with Sew get-ak "Black River', Arcur-ak may contain 
a PArm. *arcur- “white, shiny’, derived from PIE *h2(e)rg- (S. Petrosyan 1991: 129- 
130; A. Petrosyan 2002: 67249). Note especially Gr. dpyvpoc m. ‘silver’, and Av. 
arazura-, arazüra- name of a mountain (see Hintze 1994: 416; Eilers 1987: 12). 
Further, see s.v. Aracani. 


Getar(u), Ge/etaru, a river (= Agri-C‘ay) and a district in Atuank‘, attested in Ptolemy 
5.11.2 (Maitépa) and A&xarhac‘oyc‘ [Eremyan 1963: 47b, 105a-?5 HayTetBar 1, 
1986: 845c]. Read differently in Asxarhac‘oyc‘: Dégaru [Soukry 1881: 29'5; in the 
French transl. Degarou (p. 39)]; A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 348'”°. See also Hewsen 
1992: 143-144, 1457". Eremyan (1963: 47b) also cites a spelling Dedaru, not 
specifying the manuscript. MovsXorenMaten 1865: 606 vacat. 

Getar, Getar-C'ay, a river in contemporary Armenia traversing the capital 
Yerevan, a left tributary of the river Hrazdan [HayTetBar 1, 1986: 845b-c; G. D. 
Asatryan 1990: 6-7, 17]. 

Getar-su (Gadar-su), a river in the Urmia basin, probably identical with Arasx 
[HayTetBar 1, 1986: 845c; Hewsen 1992: 178'°]. 

Getar, a village in vicinity of Kars [HayTetBar 1, 1986: 845c]. 
eETYM Hewsen (1992: 178'°’) interprets the river-name Getar-su (Gadar-su) as get 
‘river’ + Ar[asx] (?). Ih my view, this and the others contain the appellative getar 
*river-bed; river-shore; outbranching river’ (in Lazar P‘arpec‘i: getaru), q.v. 


Gen, *Gén (Ginay get “the river of *Gen"), close to Arta$at (Movsés Xorenac‘i). 
Perhaps identical with Gen mentioned by Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent) [A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 228°] in an arithmetical excercise, as the hunting place of the 
Kamsarakan family. 

Note also Gin-akan get, a village (but with get ‘river’) in the district of Ewaylax 
(in the province of Siwnik‘) mentioned by Step‘anos Orbelean (1250/60-1303/5), as 
well as Ginoy blur, a hill in front of Duin (see Hübschmann 1904: 419). 
eETYM If originally a hydronym, Gen may be derived from PIE *ueis- ‘to flow’ (cf. 
Lat. virus n. ‘slimy liquid; venom; poisonous fluid’, Olc. veisa ‘Schlamm, Sumpf’, 
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OEngl. wase ‘Schlamm, Sumpfland' < Germ. *waisö, Av. vis n. ‘poison, venom, 
poisonous juice’, etc.) which is found in numerous river-names such as Celtic *Vis-, 
Lat. Vistula, Russ. Vechra, etc. (see Pokorny 1959: 1134) [Jihanyan 1991: 240]; see 
also HAB s.v. ges ‘corpse; bad’. 

As pointed out by Jihanyan (ibid.), *Gen (a-stem) structurally corresponds to Lat. 
vena ‘blood-vessel, vein; artery; (underground) stream’ « PIE *ueis-na-. For the 
semantic field ‘to stream’ : ‘/river-name/’ : ‘blood-vessel, vein’ cf. Iran. *rasá- f. 
‘name of a mythical stream’ (RV), Skt. rása- m. ‘juice (of plants), liquid’, PIran. 
*raha-ka- ‘blood-vessel, vein’, OCS rosa ‘dew’, etc. (cf. the Armenian river-name 
Erasx, on which see Jihanyan 1991: 241-244). 


Gis, a village in the extremely Eastern province of Uti-k‘ attested only in Movses 
Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i /7-10" cent./, several times [Hübschmann 1904: 419]. 
According to this source, the first church of this region has been founded here. 

According to Yampol'skii (apud Dowsett 1961: 5-65), Gis must be identified with 
Kis (north of present-day Nukha), where he himself investigated an ancient 
"round") church. V. Arak'elyan (1969: 2777, without any references) states, 
however, that this Gis should not be confused neither with Ks close to Nukha, nor 
with Gis in Larabat (in the district of Martuni). See also Ulubabyan 1971: 176-177. 

In Movsés Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 1.27 (V. Afak'elyan 1983: gail": 
ModArm. transl. 1969: 70): Anc 'anelov and Hayastan, Canaparhorde hasanel i 
sahmans arewelic', i gawarn Utiakan. Ew mteal bnakein i Caxcaxut telis ew i 
loraboys morsn, ar teleawn, orum Gisn koc'en : *he passed through Armenia into 
the Eastern regions to the province of Uti; and he [in the text: pl. - HM] dwelt 
among marshy places and moss-covered swamps in the place called Gis" (transl. 
Dowsett 1961: 54). 

The attested forms are: accusative Gis (95-5 ; 97, allative/directive and locative 
i Gis (10-5, 201°", 213"', 214, 344'5), genitive Gis-o-y (275"'). 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. Hübschmann (1904: 419) points 
out that Gis does not belong with gi ‘juniper’. One should agree with this since 
GDSg Gis-oy points to a root *gis-, with etymological s, rather than to a frozen API 
*gi-s. 

I propose a derivation from PIE *u(e/ojik-: Skt. vís- f. ‘settlement, 
dwelling-place, community, tribe’, OPers. vid- ‘house, royal house, royal clan, 
court’, Pahl. vis *manor-house with adjacent village; village’ (see Kent 1953: 208a; 
Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 154; Nyberg 1974: 214a), Gr. oixoc ‘house, 
dwelling-place; one's household goods, substance; a reigning house', Lat. vicus 
‘village; district of Rome; street’ (from *uoik-), villa ‘rural dwelling with associated 
farm buildings’, OCS voso f. ‘village, terrain’, etc. (See also s.v. giw? *village"). 

PIE *uik- *manor, estate, manor-house', ‘royal house’, ‘settlement, village’ > 
PArm. *gis- is phonologically impeccable. For the semantics compare Agarak, a 
very frequent place-name from agarak ‘estate, a landed property, house with all 
possessions, village’, see Hübschmann 1904: 393-394; HayTetBar 1, 1986: 17-20 
(45 place-names); Giwt-ik, diminutive from giwi ‘village’ (Hübschmann 1904: 419), 
etc. 
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Dalari-k‘, a village probably in the district of Turuberan (API Dalari-s, allative i 
Dalari-s, GDPI dalarea-c‘ in P‘awstos Buzand 3.20; see below); Dalarink* : a 
village in Cahuk, in the province of Siwnik', attested in Step'anos Orbelean 
(1250/60-1303/5) [A. A. Abrahamyan 1986: 404a; AliSan 1893: 480a]. 

According to Hübschmann (1904: 420), the first place-name was situated in 
Apahuni-k‘ (in the province of Turuberan). However, the passage from P‘awstos 
Buzand 3.20 (1883-1984: 45-46; transl. Garsoian 1989: 97) reads as follows: <...>, 
xatac‘uc‘in yerkren Apahuneac'. Ibrew ekin hasin i gewi mi, orum anun Dalaris 
koc ein; yorzam ekn emut zöravarn Parsic' i nerk's i gewin Dalaris, acer kapeal 
zark'ayn Tiran and iwr : “<...>, and carried of from the land of Apahunik' <...>. 
When they reached a certain village called Dalarik', the Persian commander entered 
into the village of Dalarik* and took the chained King Tiran with him". The village, 
thus, may be located in vicinity of Apahunik‘ rather then in it. 

Then we read: Ew ase Varaz: Ale, tesek' acut, orov erkat‘ Solac'usc 'uk', zi zac's 
xaresc 'uk' zark'ayis Hayoc'. Ew anden berin acul, orov xaréin zac'sn Tiranay : 
"And Varaz said: "Now then! Bring [glowing] coals with which to heat iron to the 
glowing point so as to burn out the eyes of the king of Armenia’. And they 
immediately brought coals with which they burned out the eyes of King Tiran". The 
text proceeds as follows: “Then Tiran himself began to speak and said: ‘in exchange 
for the darkening of the light of my two eyes in this place, let its name be changed 
for eternity from Dalarik‘ [“Green’] to Acut [‘Coals’], and let this remain as a sign in 
remembrance of me". In this last sentence, the toponym is put in GDPI dalareac ' : 
p oxanak Dalareac ‘s anuan “instead of this name of Dalarik”. 
eETYM Derived from dalar ‘young, fresh; grass, herbs’, dalari 'grass, herbs’ 
[Hübschmann 1904: 420]. 

The two names of a place in the passage from P'awstos (see above) are treated as 
symbolic and fictitious [Garsoian 1989: 26413, 458]. The symbolic contrast in the 
text is obvious, but this does not necessarily imply that the author made up these 
toponyms. Note that Step‘anos Tardnec‘i/Asotik (10-11" cent.) has Arjkat-n instead 
of Acul, although he refers to P‘awstos, and Vardan Arewelc‘i (13" cent.) — Arcul-n 
[Hübschmann 1904: 395]. As for Dalarik‘, the appellative dalar(i) *herbs' is a quite 
plausible base to build a toponym upon, and is indeed found in another toponym, 
namely Dalarink' (in Siwnik‘). Furthermore, one may assume that Dalarik' was 
situated in the district of Dalar, bordering with Apahunik* in the north-west, and its 
name was identical with that of the district. I conclude that P‘awstos adjusted (one 
of) the names of the village into his symbolic interpretation rather than made it/them 
up. On the -7- in Arcul, see 2.1.30.2. 


Duin a city in the province of Ayrarat. 

Attested since Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.): Loc. i Duni in 3.77 [1904: 141"'*], 3.82 
[1495], and abl. i Dunay — 3.71 [1904: 128-?]. Sebéos (7^ cent.) has Davin, 
Davnay, i Davnay (3.1, see 1851: 48); Dawni (Abgaryan 1979: 67"', 91), Dawnay 
(744, 11175, etc. In T‘ovmay Arcruni (9-10" cent.): Dvnay (3.9), Duni (3.22); 
Ananun: Dunay (10); Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.): Dvnay [1912=1980: 
333'^], etc.; Asxarhac‘oyc“” : Dunay k'alak' LA. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 350°). 
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The oblique stem Dun- should probably be read as Davn- or Dwan-. However, the 
attestations in folklore (Duna k‘atak‘, see below), if reliable, can imply that the 
pronunciation dun- was possible too. 

There is no record of any settlement at Duin in P‘awstos Buzand (3.8), which 
refers to the site as Blur ‘hill’ (1883-1984: 16): minc'ew i dastn Mecamori i blurn 
or anuaneal koc'i Duin: or kay i hiwsisoy kolmane k'alak'in meci Artasatu “to the 
hill in the plain of the Mecamor called Duin, which is on the Northern side of the 
great city of ArtaSat” (transl. Garsoian 1989: 75). According to Movsés Xorenac‘i 
3.8 (1913-1991: 265-75, King Xosrov P‘ok‘r (Kotak) transferred the Armenian 
capital from Artasat to Duin (probably in the second half of the fifth century) 
because of its healthier climate: veroy antarin yost mi, aparans hovanawors Sineal, 
or ast parskakan lezuin Duin koc ‘i, or t 'argmani blur “to a spot above the forest and 
built a shady palace. The place is called Duin in Persian; in translation it means 
‘hill’” (transl. by Thomson 1978: 261).'”' On Blur lit. ‘hill’, see T‘ovmay Arcruni 
(9-10" cent.) 2.1, 3.22, and the footnotes by V. M. Vardanyan (1985: 127) and 
Thomson (1985: 145). 

See also Hübschmann 1904: 422; Thomson 1978: 2617; Garsoian 1989: 460-461. 
eDIAL In a fairy-tale told in Aštarak in 1912 by Geworg Geworgyan, an illiterate old 
man, one finds several times (see HZHek‘ 1, 1959: 392-393, 398) Duna k'alak‘, 
considered a city of royal residence (t‘agavoranist). On the vocalism in Dun-, see 
above. One wonders whether the narrator indeed pronounced as /duna/, or it is a 
result of learned tampering. 
eETYM According to Movses Xorenac'i (see above), Duin is from Persian and 
means ‘hill’. Hübschmann (1904: 422) considers Duin as of unknown etymology. 
He states that the etymology of Movsés Xorenac‘i is “ein Irrtum, der durch die 
Quelle des Moses, FB. 18-21 [that is P‘awstos — HM], veranlaßt is”. This is not 
necessarily true. 

Minorsky (1930: 117-120) identifies the underlying Persian word with -duvin 
which is “pleinement attesté dans la toponymie de la région clairement délimitée au 
sud-est de la mer Caspienne”. 

The testimony of Movses is placed under new light by the comparison with Irish 
din ‘hill’, OEngl. diin ‘mountain’, etc., from PIE *d'eu- (see Jahukyan 1963a: 
96-97; 1987: 584, developing the idea of Norayr Biwzandac'i; K'oc'aryan 2000). 
Despite the absence of direct evidence from Indo-Iranian languages, ^ thus, Movsés 
may be right. If the Iranian origin 1s not accepted, one might think of a European 
substratum word shared by Armenian, Celtic and Germanic (cf. the synonymous 
blur ‘hill’, q.v.), or of an IE term with an origin meaning ‘burial hill’, cf. Lat. funus 
*funeral; corpse; death" (see Pokorny 1959: 260, 263; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 
745 — 1995, 1: 649; Mallory/Adams 1997: 150b, 210a). In the latter case we are 
dealing with an innovation shared by the three dialects. The Celtic and possibly the 
Armenian forms may reflect a technical term meaning ‘fortified/enclosed high place, 
fort on top of a hill, city’: PArm. *doyn/duin ‘city on a hill’, Olr. din ‘fort’, Welsh 


5! Here Thomson has translated ost as ‘spot’. According to HAB (3: 568b), its actual 
meaning is ‘hill’, as Thomson himself translates the word elsewhere in Movsés Xorenac'i 
(1.11, 1.12). 

152 An Iranian-European isogloss in terms of Abaev 1965? 
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din, dinas ‘fort’; cf. also a Celtic loan in Germanic: OEngl. tin ‘enclosed place, 
homestead’, Engl. town, OHG zun ‘fence, hedge’, etc. (see the references above). 

An Iranian *dün or QIE *d'eun- would yield Arm. *doyn (or *dun). The form 
Duin may be explained by a process in a way comparable to that involved in 
Clackson’s interpretation of lusin ‘moon’ and katin ‘acorn’ (q.v.); cf. also the 
hill-name Lsin and village-name Ofin (q.v.). 


T‘amnis, a village in Koréayk‘, close to the mountain of Sararad = Judi-Dagh upon 
which Noah's Ark is said to have come to rest. Attested in “Patmut‘iwn srboc* 
Hrip‘simeanc“” [MovsXorenMaten 1843: 300 = 1865: 301; Alisan 1910: 63-64]. In 
the long recension of ASxarhac‘oyc‘: T‘man [Soukry 1881: 32; Eremyan 1963: 
108a; Hewsen 1992: 63]. Nowadays called Betmanin or Hestane. See Hübschmann 
1904: 333-334 (= 1907: 202-203); Eremyan 1963: 53b; Hewsen 1992: 1705, 
174-1755. 
eETYM In “Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hfip‘simeanc‘” (see above), the origin of the 
place-name is traditionally related with the Flood story told among Syrians (asi 
yAsorwoc *) and is interpreted as ut‘ ogik' elin i tapanen “acht Seelen stiegen aus der 
Arche” (cf. Arab. damäanüna ‘eighty’); compare the modern names of the village: 
Karye i Thmanin, i.e. “Dorf der Acht”, Kurd. Hestane, i.e. “achtzig” [Hübschmann 
1904: 333-334]. 

However, this traditional interpretation may be folk-etymological. There are 
variants of the story of Noah's Ark in relation with other montains of the Armenian 
Highland, and these traditional stories too are involved in folk-etymological 
interpretations; cf. Naxc-awan, re-interpreted as Nax-ijewan “erste Station” 
[Hübschmann 1904: 455; 1901: 73-79 — 1990: 99-105] (for the corresponding story, 
see Lanalanyan 1969: 157): Arnos as if from *ar (z)Noys “take this Noah!" 
(Lanalanyan 1969: 24"?!), etc. 

The native Armenian origin of the toponym is not impossible. That the mountains 
of Ararat in the Bible version of the Flood story refer to Armenia is clear e.g. from 
the Chronicle by Eusebius of Caesarea (3-4" cent.) [1818, 1: 36-37]: Ew i naven ur 
[or or] &'ogaw dadareac‘ i Hays, ew c 'ayzm sakaw inc‘ masn i Korduac ‘woc‘ lerinn 
i Hayoc' asxarhin mnal nsxar asen : “and from the ship where/which rested in 
Armenia, and they say that a small part of it till now remains (as a relic) in the 
mountain of Kordu-k ' in the world of Armenia”. 

Jahukyan (1987: 416) derives T‘amnis from PIE *tem(0)- ‘dark’, cf. MIr. temen, 
Russ. temnyj, etc. Mountain-names are frequently named ‘dark’ or ‘black’ (see 4.6). 
I think, this etymology becomes more probable under the light of Arm. (Bargirk' 
hayoc‘) t'umni ‘darkness’, t'umnanal ‘to become dark’ (see Amalyan 1975: 
1235285 q.v. 

The IE root is also found in the suffixal element *-r-, cf. *temH-s-reh;- 
‘darkness’ (: Skt. tamisra- f. ‘dark night’, etc.) > Lat. *temafra- > tenebrae f.pl. 
‘darkness’. Especially important is Illyr. Touapos, which is a mountain-name, too 
(see Mallory/Adams 1997: 147a). One may also wonder if 47-t ‘amar (a rocky island 
and fortress in Van Lake) is composed of *A#(i) “Van Lake’ and *t‘amar 
‘mountain’, identical with Illyr. Tóuapoc. 

In these areas there was a district named Tmorik‘ (see Hübschmann 1904: 
336-337). According to Hewsen (1992: 170-175), this name is related with 


e» 
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T'man/T amnis. If this is true, for the element -r- cf. the above-mentioned Illyr. 
mountain-name Touapog. 


Lsin, a locality in the neighbourhood of Sahapiwan, probably a hill (or at a hill), close 
to the enclosed hunting grove called *Siws. Attested only in P‘awstos Buzand 4.15 
(1883-1984: 102'?'; see Acaryan 1925a: 169; Garsoian 1989: 143, 476). 
eETYM No etymological attempt is known to me. I assume a basic meaning *wooded 
hill’, ‘grove’, ‘enclosed forest’ or the like and suggest a comparison with Lat. lacus 
m. ‘sacred grove, wood’, Lücina ‘cognomen of Jüno, invoced by women when 
giving birth’ from PIE */ouko- m. ‘open space in the woods’: Skt. roka- m. ‘open 
space’ (RV+), Lith. /atikas ‘field, open air’, OHG /oh ‘grove, wood, tanning-bark’, 
etc. (see Derksen 1996: 212; de Vaan 2008: 350) ; cf. also Welsh //wyn m. ‘bush, 
shrub, grove’, possibly from */uk-no- (see Schrijver 1995: 357, 431-432 for a 
discussion). 

For -in, see s.vv. Duin and Olin. 


Kogovit, Kogayovit, GDSg. Kogayovti; a district in the province of Ayrarat, on 
western slopes of the mountain Masis. Attested in Movses Xorenac‘i 3.23, 3.37, 
"A&xarhac'oyc*", etc. 
eETYM Composed of *kog- and hovit ‘valley’. According to Hübschmann (1904: 
441), Kog (GSg Kogay) is the oldest name of the district, and the original Kogay- 
(h)ovit has been contracted into Kogovit. However, there is no independent evidence 
for *Kog. I propose to treat Kog-ovit as composed of kog- (GSg of kov ‘cow’, q.v.) 
and hovit ‘valley’, thus: ‘valley/pastureland of cow’. At a certain stage, the 
component kog became semantically opaque (which is quite obvious since kog- is 
the archaic, etymological genitive), and the place-name has been reshaped as Kogay- 
(h)ovit. For the toponymical pattern, cf. Ernj-a-tap' = erinj ‘heifer’ + tap‘ ‘plain’, 
etc. (see 4.4, also s.v. Tuarac-a-tap‘). Note also Skt. gávyüti- f. ‘pasture, cattle- 
meadow’, Skt. gavyuti- f. ‘pasture, cattle-meadow', Y Av. gaoiiaoiti- f. ‘pasture’. 


Kolb, a village in Ayrarat, in the district of Cakatk‘, now Tuzluca [Hewsen 1992: 
211%"); also *Kotb- in Kotb-a-k‘ar and Kotb-o-p‘or (in Gugark*), compounds with 
k'ar ‘stone’ and p‘or ‘belly, womb; ravine’ (both very frequent in compound 
place-names). Attested in the 5" century onwards [Hübschmann 1904: 441]. 
eETYM Comparing with the first part of Urart. Qulbi-tarrini, Jahukyan (1986a: 51, 
51.5) proposed a connection with Gr. yAapv n. ‘hollow, cavern’, yAapvpog 
‘hollow(ed)’. Jihanyan (1991: 248) independently suggests the same etymology 
referring to PIE *gelebh- *schaben, schabend aushóhlen, hobeln’ (‘geglattete Stange, 
Balken’), see Pokorny 1959: 367. However, this etymology is uncertain, and the 
vocalic relationship between the Greek and Armenian is not clear. 

I suggest a comparison with Gr. dedgtc, -voc f. ‘womb’, dolgoc: ý umpa 
(Hesychius) which comes from PIE *g"elb"u- ‘womb’, cf. Skt. gárbha-, Av. garafa- 
m. ‘womb’, with o-grade (Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 474-475; for o-grade, see also 
Oettinger 2000: 3967). The toponymical value of the word is corroborated by Gr. 
Ae/goi (pl.) name of the inhabitants of Delphi and of the town itself. It has been 
assumed that the place was originally *4edpuc after the form of the land (see Frisk 
s.v.); Beekes 2009 s.v.; Gindin 1977: 113-115). 
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The derivation *g"olb"- > Arm. Kolb is formally impeccable. The meanings 
‘womb’, ‘belly’ and the like form place-names very frequently. Therefore, we are 
dealing with a strong candidate for an old native Armenian place-name shared by 
Greek. 


Hay-k* ‘Armenia’: see s.v. hay ‘Armenian’. 


*Hac'eak-k', gen.pl. Hac'ek-ac', in Taron (Koriwn+); *Hac‘i-k‘ in Vayoc' jor 
(Step‘anos Orbelean, see Hübschmann (1904: 444); Hac‘eac‘ in various place- 
names (see below). 

In Koriwn 3: <...> er Mast'oc' anun, i Taronakan gawaren, i Hac 'ekac ' gelje, 
ordi arn eranelwoy Vardan koc ec 'eloy. *Mashtots was the name <...>. He was from 
the province of Taron, the village of Hatsekats, son of a blessed man named 
Vardan”. Xas ge! and Xasik are the Kurdish variants of the name of the village; the 
village Xas get was still in existence up to the Armenian Genocide (see Hübschmann 
1904: 326; Pivazyan 1981: 84, 275, 3085), 3375s, 3575). Also in Movses Xorenac‘i 
3.47: <...> Mesropay, or ér i Hac‘ekac‘ Tarönoy [1913=1991: 316" Thomson 
1978: 309]. The GDPI Zac'ekac' presupposes NPI unattested *Hac‘eak-k‘ 
(Hübschmann 1904: 444). According to Inéicean (see Hübschmann 1904: 326 = 
Hiwbsman 1907: 190; Lanalanyan 1969: 275755). also the Kurdish population of 
the village venerated the church calling it Ziaret‘ el-Xasik ‘uxt of Xasik ’ or Ter el- 
Xasik *church of Xasik ’. The grave of Mastoc* is said to be in this church, although 
Mastoc* is actually buried in ÖSakan, a village in the vicinity of Aštarak in Armenia 
proper. 

The village is also mentioned in P‘awstos Buzand 3.19 (1883-1984: 42): <...>, 
ayl er nora [ie. Papay — HM] harc mi i gawaren Taronoy, i Hac'eac' gelje 
karcazatac'n; ew mnac' or i harce anti Hac‘ekac‘woyn, orum anun iwr ordwoy 
harcin Vrik koc er. It seems that Hac 'eac' and Hac 'ekac 'i are alternating names of 
the same village and, as Malxasyanc‘ (1987: 426-4275;) points out, are reminiscent 
of the village of St. MaStoc‘, Hac 'ekac*. In her translation of the passage, Nina 
Garsoian (1989: 94) omits the variant Hac‘eac‘: “But he [i.e. Pap - HM] had a 
concubine from the *karcazat village of Hac‘ekac‘ in the district of Taron, and he 
left a son named Vrik by his concubine". For her, too, in this passage we are dealing 
with the village of Hac 'ekac', the birthplace of St. MaStoc‘ (ibid. 26210, 427, 467). 
On Hac "ege ' draxt, see below. Hac ‘eac‘ vank‘ in Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, 9-10" 
cent. (T‘osunyan 1996: 48"). 
eETYM Hübschmann (1904: 444) interprets Hac 'ekac' as GDPI of *hac 'eak-k' (= 
*hac 'i-ak-k ^), namely ‘village of small ash-trees’. N. Garsoian (1989: 467) translates 
Hac 'ekac ' gewl as ‘Ash Village’, suggesting that thae underlying word is hac ʻi *ash- 
tree’ (q.v.). For the form with a diminutive suffix note Salmast xac ‘ik’ (see HAB 3: 
65b), cf. hacar-(u)k-i *beech-tree'. For the typology of a place-name of the structure 
/tree-name + diminutive suffix/ one may compare the names of villages such as 
Tanjeak = tanji “pear-tree’ + -ak, T'eleak = t'eti ‘elm-tree’ + -ak, etc. [Margaryan 
1992: 137-138]. Note especially Xnjoresk, also formed with a plural marker: = 
xnjori ‘apple-tree’ + -ak + API -s (see 4.8). 

This analysis becomes even more transparent when we take into account the 
alternative name of the village, Hac 'eac', which reflects GDPI hac ‘eac ‘. In the same 
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district of Taron, about one stone's throw (k 'arangec ^) below the site of the famous 
temple of Herakles = Vahagn (and Anahit and Astlik, see Agat'angelos $ 809, 
1909-1980: 422) at AStiSat, where St. Grigor first laid the foundations of the holy 
church, there was a small wood of ash trees (hac ‘ut purak) called Hac 'eac' Draxt 
* Ash Grove’; at this place were situated the spring at which St. Grigor had baptized 
a great host, as well as St. Daniel's cell/cave, see P'awstos Buzand 3.14 
(1883-1984: 3317, 37-?: Garsoian 1989: 87, 90, 467). See also Movsés Xorenac'i 
3.14 [1913=1991: 2725; Thomson 1978: 267;].? 

According to HayTetBar (3, 1991: 396a), Hac egc" draxt, abounding in manna, 
probably was a heathen cult place, the homonymous monastery is identical with S. 
Karapet. Note the association of the ash-tree with mann in IE tradition (see Dumont 
1992). 

Since at AStiSat there were also the shrines of Anahit and Asttik (divinities, 
nymphs), one may hypothetically assume a connection between the Nymph(s) and 
the ash-trees, exactly like the Nymphs of the ash-tree in Greek mythology, see Taxo- 
Godi apud MifNarMir 2: 219, 549. 

Remarkably, a similar association is seen in Larabal, district of Martuni, where 
there is a spring called Anahiti axpur “spring of Anahit” in the village of Hac 'i. Here 
the king Va¢‘agan met for the first time the beautiful and wise Anahit, an inhabitant 
of the village of Hac'i (see Lanalanyan 1969: 98 ?** referring to Avagyan 1966, in 
“Hayrenik‘i jayn”, Nr 32 [n.v.]). 

Another traditional story on this spring is recorded in NmuSLefnLarab 1978: 141, 
where Anahit was not only very beautiful and wise, but also skilful in making rugs. 
In a Larabat folk-tale entitled ‘Anahit’ (HZHek‘ 7, 1979: 54-56), she used writing 
ornaments on her rugs. This is reminiscent of another folk-tale recorded by M. 
Grigoryan in 1928 in C'anaxé'i (Avetaranoc‘), where AZdahak (Dragon) enters the 
room of a dragon (2šap ^) in the Underworld (see HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 421) and sees a 
beautiful girl, and on the wall, a rug (gyaba), on which the story of the girl is 
narrated in old Armenian language (k yohnä hay lüzvav). 

From a traditional story recorded in 1958 in the same village of Hac (see L. 
Harut‘yunyan 1991: 89" 56). we learn that here there was a church named Anahit, 
and this place was venerated in the context of rain-bringing rites. The text reads as 
follows: Hac'va kleran ten, Orvaluk' saran mote min vank‘ a aläl, anuma Anahit. 
Vank% en a aläl Orbanun tap 'uma. Koxke hlac'en el aseis an aläl Orbanun hte. 
Hac'va Anahitin axpran knanek‘a kuzavur an aläl tneis, vank'en k'arera lvanayis, 
hanc ‘u t'or kya. Arast taren ver vank'en k‘arera lloc ‘ral an, t'or a ekal. 

One might think that this Anahit is merely taken from the famous fairy-tale 
“Anahit” by E. Alayan, 1881. In fact, this tale is based on the folklore (see H. 
T*umanyan 6, 1994: 367-369). Thus, we seem to be dealing with an EArm. relic of 
the ancient Armenian goddess Anahit. In the village of Hac'i there is a Surb 
Astuacacin church [M. Barxutareanc‘ 1895/1995: 81]. One may assume a shift of 
the worship of Anahit onto Mary. 


3? Hac 'eac' gen? and Hac ege ` purak are not exactly in the same location, see Hewsen 2001: 
48 A5, 105 D4 (Buz. Hatsou), 193 C4 (Ott. Hasik), but not very far from each other either. 
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I conclude that we can consider an old female divinity and a water-nymph (to be 
identified with Astlik, a theonym of native origin later replaced by the famous 
Iranian Anahit), which was skilful in rug-making (like Athena) and was associated 
with ash-trees (like Nymphs). 


Met, a left tributary of Euphrates/Aracani, the main river of the district of Tarawn (in 
the province of Turuberan); the more recent and common Armenian name is 
Metr-a-get, lit. *honey-river'; = Turkish Kara-su, lit. ‘black water’ IN. Sargisean 
1864: 226; Hübschmann 1904: 323; Jihanyan 1991: 252-253]. Usually identified 
with 7nAeßoag mentioned in Xenophon, Anabasis 4.4.3 [2001: 326/327] see 
Markwart, Philologus 10/1: 236 (n.v.); Eremyan 1963: 70b; Krkyasaryan 1970: 
260,7; Hewsen 1992: 1655. 

In the long recension of A&xarhac'oyc' we read on the district of Tarawn: yorum 
gay getn Mel ew ankani yEp rat : “par ou passe le fleuve de Megh (Me? ) qui tombe 
dans l’Euphrate” [Soukry 1881: 31'°, French transl. 41; Engl. transl. Hewsen 1992: 
63 


eETYM Probably derives from PIE *mel- ‘dark, black, blue’: Gr. ueAag ‘dark, black’, 
Skt. mäla- ‘dirt, impurity, filth’ (RV+), Lith. melas ‘blue’, etc.; cf. numerous 
river-names in the Balkans and Asia Minor, such as MeAac, Mednc, Mella, etc. (see 
S. Petrosyan 1991: 130-131; Jihanyan 1991: 252-253; A. Petrosyan 2003: 207, 213, 
215). On the Thracian, Pamphylian, and Kappadocian river-name MéAag usually 
identified with Gr. u£Zag ‘black’, as well as for numerous parallels and semantic 
discussion, see Párvulescu 1989. Remarkably, the etymological semantics of Arm. 
mel is corroborated by the modern Turkish name: Kara-su, lit. "black water" (see 
Jihanyan, ibid.). Thus, the more common Armenian name, namely Meir-a-get, lit. 
‘honey-river’, must have been resulted from folk-etymology. "^ 


Olakan, the main fortress of the Mamikonean family in the district of Taron, on the 
bank of the Ep‘rat/Aracani (mod. Murad-su) East of AStisat [Hübschmann 1904: 
326, 459-460; Eremyan 1963: 74b; Garsoian 1989: 485]. Nowadays: village of 
Axkan (Eremyan, ibid.). Usually identified with ‘Olavy (pro 'OAa[xa] vij) in Strabo 
(Geogr. 11.14.6); cf. also Volandum (Tacitus, Ann. 13.39). But Strabo’s 'O4avij is 
located near ArtaSat (see Acaryan 1940a: 59, 117; for a discussion, see H P. Ter- 
Polosean 1944: 9-14, 19, 30). Thus, only the name can be identical. 

The ruins of the fortress are still seen on precipitous rocks on the bank of Aracani 
[Tomaschek 1896: 11; Hübschmann 1904: 460]. Cuinet (2, 1891: 586-587) 
describes the place as follows: *A l'extrémité occidentale de cette plaine (i.e. the 
plain of Mus — HM), se trouvent deux grands rochers hauts de 60 mètres, au milieu 
desquels l' Euphrate oriental passe avec fracas dans sa course rapide vers le sandjak 
voisin. Au sommet de l'un de ces rochers, situé sur la rive droite, et entouré d'eau de 
trois cótés, il existe une plate-forme de 140 pas sur 120 oü subsistent encore 


999 


quelques restes du cháteau-fort ‘Oghgan’”. 


154 How old is the association with ‘honey’? On the village of *Me#-a-gom, see Hübschmann 
1904: 323. The rivername Me! seems identical with the place-name Metti by Zenob Glak and 
Yovhan Mamikonean [Hübschmann 1904: 323; Jihanyan 1991: 253]. One wonders if there is 
any relation with Hitt. melit ‘honey’. 
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Attested in P‘awstos Buzand 5.3 (1883=1984: 160); Movses Xorenac‘i 2.84 
(1913=1991: 228^); Etise (1989: 138"), etc. In Yovhan Mamikonean: Otkan, with 
syncope (see A. Abrahamyan 1941 passim). 

For Olkan, see also Srvanjtyanc‘ 1: 72; Petoyan 1965: 365-366; the map apud 
Petoyan 1954; Hewsen 2001: 55 (map 48 A5). 
eETYM Composed of an unclear *o? and the suffix -akan [Hübschmann 1904: 460]. 
By characterizing the fortress as ‘rundlich’, Tomaschek (1896: 11) probably 
suggests a compound with Arm. o7 ‘ring’ which would be impossible in view of the 
vowel difference [Hübschmann 1904: 460]. 

Jahukyan (1987: 416) points out that the suffix -akan (of Parthian origin) occurs 
very seldom with native Armenian stems, and among examples mentions Of-akan. 
He, thus, assumes a native Armenian appellative *o? not specifying it. 

The stem *o7- may be derived from Arm. oł(n) ‘spine, back’ which in the dialects 
(including Mus, located on the same territory of Taron) refers to ‘a slope of a 
mountain’, ‘a long hillock’, ‘the upper part of a hill’ (see s.v.). 

Alternatives: 

(1) from PIE *p(o)Ih;-: Gr. zéie f. ‘fortress, stronghold’, Skt. pir ‘rampart, wall 
made of mud and stones, fortification, palisade’ (RV+), puri ‘stronghold, fortress, 
town’, Lith. pilis ‘castle, stronghold’, etc. Note also "FU Puliia(ni/a), a placename in 
the Western part of the country of Habhi (south of Lake Van) attested in Assyrian 
sources from 9-8" centuries (see N. Arutjunjan 1985: 160), which may be related to 
this IE form whether or not it is identical with Arm. OH. An underlying *poli(V)n 
can be compared with Arm. Olin (q.v.); note that the loss of *p- before the vowel -o- 
is regular in Armenian. 

(2) cf. Gr. Odvuzoc, name of mountains in Greece and Asia Minor. 


Olin, a village probably in (or in vicinity of) ArSamunik‘, attested in Lazar P‘arpec‘i 
(5" cent.) 3.83 (1904-1985: 1505 transl. Thomson 1991: 210). 
eETYM No etymology is known to me. Hübschmann 1904 vacat. 
I suggest a tentative comparison with Arm. of-n ‘spine, back(bone)’; dial. also 
*hill-side, etc.’ (q.v.); see s.v. Ot-akan. For -in, see s.vv. Duin and Lsin. 


Orme, Ormi, a town with a fortress to the West of Lake Urmia, 22 km from its shore. 
The Arabic sources have Urmija‘, Urmi‘ [Bittner 1896: 89°], mentioned as a town 
of Arminia [B. Harut'yunyan 1989, 2: 34-35]. The lake (= Kaputan cov, Rezaye) is 
named after the town (see Hewsen 1992: 266; HayTetBar 5, 2001: 214-215). 
eETYM Orm-i, probably the original name of the fortress, can be derived from orm 
‘wall; fence’ (q.v.), a native Armenian word from *sor-mo-, cf. Gr. ópuoc m. ‘chain, 
necklace, lace’, etc. For the ending -é/-i compare K ‘ark 'e (q.v.). 

There is geological evidence that the towns of Urmia, Marala and even Tabriz 
once lay on the shores of Lake Urmia [Hewsen 1992: 266]. One therefore is tempted 
to think of a close association with Gr. ópuoc ‘anchorage, roadstead, harbour’ (on 
which, see s.v. orm “wall; fence’), which would imply that Ormi once was a harbour. 
In view of its shallow waters (see HayTetBar 5, 2001: 214b), however, Lake Urmia 
was hardly navigable. 


*jerm-: Jerm, get Jerm-a-y ‘river of Jerm’, the Bohtan-su, a tributary of the Tigris; 
attested in Seb&os (7th cent) Chapter 17 (Xaé‘atryan/Eliazaryan 2005: 96'”'; 
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Thomson 1999: 34-35): ew noc'a haseal merj yamurn, oc "Di zgetovn, or koc'i 
Jermay and kamurjn, or anuaneal koc'i Danieli kamurj "When they had arrived 
close to the fortress, they crossed the river called [river] of Jerm by the bridge which 
is called the bridge of Daniel". The fortress mentioned here may be identified with 
the impregnable fortress called Zrayl [Thomson 1999: 34224], Jiel [Eremyan 1963: 
78b]. 

Found also in Jerm-a-jor, lit. valley of the river Jerm, attested in the 7^ century 
Armenian Geography, Asxarhac‘oyc‘, in the context of the province of Mokk* 
(MovsXorenMaten 1865: 608; Soukry 1881: 32.5 A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 
3491”, see also Hewsen 1992: 63; Eremyan 1963: 78b). The version of T‘ovmas 
Kilikec‘i (14 " cent.) has reading variants Jerm-a-jor and Jer-a-jor [Anasyan 1967: 
281]; see s.v. jer(m) ‘warm(th)’. 

Further: Jermay, a k‘atak‘agiwt probably in Mananati (in the province of Barjr 
Hayk^); attested in Chapter 23 of the "History" of the 11" century author Aristakés 
Lastivertc‘i (see Yuzba&yan 1963: 129): i k'alak 'agiwin or koc 'i Jermay. 

Note also Jermuk, Kurd. Germav, a large thermal source in Sasun, the district of 
Satax (see Thierry 1992: 332); Sebastia Bori Jermuk (Gabikean 1952: 671), 
probably with bor ‘leprosy’; thus: a thermal source which cures the leprosy. 

Further, see Hübschmann 1904: 464-465. 
eETYM Obviously from Arm. jerm ‘warm(th)’ < PIE *g"er(-m)- (q.v.); see 
Hübschmann 1904: 464-465; Jihanyan 1991: 255. From the same PIE root are: 
Teppavio/T epuan < Thracian *germo- < IE *g" ermo- *warm', Dacian Germi-sara, 
both denoting places with thermal springs (Wagner 1984: 127-128), etc.; see also 
Toporov PrJaz [e-h] 1979: 277-278. 


Saln-a-jor, vars. Saln-oy jor, San-o-jor : a district in the province of Atnik‘, 
according to Asxarhac‘oyc‘ [MovsXorenMaten 1865: 607-5; A. G. Abrahamyan 
1944: 349-7; in the long recension: Sal-a-jor [Soukry 1881: 31"']. The second 
member is jor ‘ravine’. The long recension also mentions Salnay lerink*, mountains 
of which the river K ‘atirt‘ (= Batman-su) issues [Soukry 1881: 37]. Note also 
Saln-apat (= Jor-a-vank^), a monastery in the district of Tosp, East of Lake Van (for 
ref., see Hübschmann 1904: 447). 

See Hübschmann 1904: 314, 317, 465; Eremyan 1963: 79b; Hewsen 1992: 
16257). 
eETYM Usually interpreted as containing an unknown *Salin or *Salun 
[Hübschmann 1904: 465; Hewsen 1992: 16257]. 

One wonders whether we are dealing with PArm. *sal-n- ‘stone, rock’, on which 
see s.v. sal. Note that this area is heavily mountainous, and the name of a 
neighbouring district, namely Xoyt /Xut‘ (south of the province of Turuberan), also 
contains an appellative meaning ‘rock, reef; hill’ (see s.v. xut /xoyt ^). Uncertain. 


Sim, a famous mountain in Sasun. Commenting upon Movses Xorenac‘i 2.8 (see 
below), Hewsen (1988-89: 297) points out that Sim(-sar) “is precisely the name 
given by the Armenians to the Taurus range where it bordered the plain of Mus on 


p» Compare also Urart. Zirma, to the north of Lake Urmia, possibly reflecting Arm. jerm 
‘warm’; for the reflex of the affricate, cf. Jawax-k‘ vs. Zabaha (see Jahukyan 1988: 155). 
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the South separating it from Sanasunk‘, the later Sasun”. Nowadays it is called 
Kurtik-dat [Eremyan 1963: 80b], Kurtak/Kurtak‘ (see Petoyan 1965: 363, also a 
photo between pp. 26 and 27). 

In Movses Xorenac‘i 1.6 (1913=1991: 26; transl Thomson 1978: 80-81), after 
Xisut'ra's (= Noah) landing in Armenia, his son Sem went to spy out the land to the 
northwest, reached a long mountain, lingered by the river for two months 
(erklusneay awurs), and called the mountain after his name Sim. 

The mountain plays a significant role also in the traditional story of inhabitation 
of this area. This time it relates with Sanasar, one of the two sons of Senek'erim who 
killed his father Senek'erim and fled to Armenia. In Movses Xorenac'i 1.23 
(191321991: 70), Sanasar dwelt yarewmtic‘ harawoy asxarhis meroy “in the 
Southwest of our land"; i smane acumn ew bazmaserut'iwn leal, Ic‘in zSimn 
asac 'eal learn *his descendants multiplied and propagated and filled the mountain 
called Sim" (transl. Thomson 1978: 112). 

Other attestations: Movses Xorenac‘i 2.74 and 2.84 (1913-1991: am" 228): 
Simn koc'ec'eal lerinn “the mountain called Sim". In 2.8 (116""°', transl. 143), 
relating on Sarasan from the house of Sanasar (spelled as Sarasar — GSg 
Sarasaray): zlearnn Tawros, or ew Sim “the Taurus Mountain, that is Sim”. 

For the historico-traditional role of Sim, as well as for other attestaions of the 
mountain-name, see Tomaschek 1896: 4-5; Hübschmann 1904: 310-311, 315-316. 
eETYM According to Lap‘anc‘yan (1945: 20-214), the mountain-name Sim originates 
from Sem. Sin ‘Moon-god’. This is accepted by Petoyan (1965: 381-383, with 
traditional stories around the mountain). However, this etymology is untenable. 
Improbable are also the comparison with Arm. s/seam ‘Pfosten, Schwelle’ (see 
Tomaschek 1896: 5; Xaé‘konc‘ 1899: 82b), and the ancient association with the 
Biblical Sem (T‘ovmay Arcruni 1.1, 1985: 16^; Thomson 1985: 70). 

I propose a derivation from PIE *kieh,mo-, cf. Skt. syàmá- ‘black, dark-coloured’ 
(AV+), Av. Siiamaka- m. name of a mountain (see Hintze 1994: 83-84, 457; cf. also 
Arm. Simak), Lith. sémas ‘blue-grey’, etc. Note also Skt. river-name Śyāmā, literally 
meaning "black" (see Párvulescu 1989: 290). Mountain-names are frequently named 
"dark" or ‘black’; see 4.6. Moreover, this etymology may be directly corroborated by 
the other name of the mountain Sim, namely Sev-sar, lit. “Black-mountain” (see 
Sasna cier 2/2, 1951: 870; Abetyan 1985: 22; A. Petrosyan 2002: 143-144 = 2002a: 
155). Even if Sim/Kurtik and Sew-sar are not identical, they are at least closely 
located and probably form neighbouring summits of the mountain-range Eastern 
Tavros (see e.g. the map apud Petoyan 1954). 


Tap'e(a)r, GDSg Top era, = Arm. tap -er ‘plains, plain places’ : ‘i siti piani’ 
[Hübschmann 1904: 388], attested in Geoponica (13? cent.) with kot-er and matner 
(see s.v. matm ‘hill-side; slope’); appears as place-names (Tap -ear) in the districts 
of Batk‘ and Arewik‘, both in the South of Siwnik‘, and both attested in Step‘anos 
Orbelean (1250/60-1303/5) [Hübschmann 1904: 473]. 

In P‘awstos Buzand 3.12 and 4.55 (1883-1984: 26! 146-9. transl. Garsoian 
1989: 82, 175): i dastn yayn koys getoyn Tap erg kamrji, <...>, anc ‘eal and kamurjn 
Tap 'eray, mteal i k‘atak‘n mec yArtasat : “in the plain on the other side of the river 
at the bridge of Tap'er. <...>, they crossed the bridge of Tap'er, entered the great 
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city of ArtaSat”; ew anc uc ‘in ast Tap'ern kamurj, <...>, asen zoragluxk'n Parsic ‘ 
c Zuit' erec' k'alak'in Artasatu. 

This bridge is called Tap ‘er-akan in Agat'angelos $ 33 (1909-1980: 23'°; transl. 
Thomson 1976: 49): i Tap'erakan kamrjac'n getavez arnein znosa : “from the 
bridge of Tap er they cast them into the river". Here, the bridge is mentioned next to 
the bridge of ArtaSat and must be identical or close to it. Note that in the beginning 
of the same paragraph 33 (p. 22-5) more than one bridges are mentioned at the gate 
of the city of Artasat (i vele kamrjac ‘n ar druns Artasat k'atak'i), although Thomson 
(1976: 49) took it as a singular. 


Tuaracatap‘, a district in the province of Turuberan. Attested in Asxarhac‘oyc‘ (7" 
cent.) [Soukry 1881: 31; Eremyan 1963: 107a]; in the short recension: Tuaracatap ' 
[MovsXorenMaten 1865: 607], corrupted variants: Muracatap‘, Markatap ' [A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 349'*']. On the attestation in Aristakés Lastivertc‘i, see below. 
eETYM Clearly composed as tuarac + -a- + tap‘ ‘plain, land’. The word tuarac (see 
s.v. tuar ‘cattle’) means ‘pasturing’ (Eusebius of Caesarea: i tuaraci) and “pasturer, 
herdsman’ (in a homily of / ascribed to Elise), cf. also tuarac-akan ‘herdsman’ 
(Bible) [NHB 2: 890bc]. The place-name has been explained in NHB (2: 890c) as 
*a plain place of pasturing" (teli aroti tap 'arak). Hübschmann (1904: 476), however, 
departs from the meaning 'herdsman' (‘Hirt’) and interprets the place-name as 
*Hirtenebene' (for the component tap ‘, see ibid. 388). The same view is reflected in 
V. Xaéatrjan 1980: 111. Note that only the meaning *herdsman' is present in the 
dialects (see Acarean 1913: 1019b). For 'pasturer' > ‘pasturing’, see also s.v. 
hawran. Note dial. tavar-a-tap' ‘gathering place of cattle’ (see Mkrtumjan 1974: 
73b). 

Ačatyan (HAB 4: 424a) points out that tuarac-a-tap ' ‘place for cattle pasturing’ 
also (underlining mine — HM) appears as a place-name. In fact, there seems to exist 
no attestation for this compounded appellative. NHB (2: 860c, 890c) cites one 
illustration found in Aristakés Lastivertc‘i 16 (11" cent.): i tuaracoy tap‘, and refers 
to the place-name Tuarac-a-tap‘. It seems that both NHB and HAB take fuaracoy 
tap ' of Lastivertc‘i as an appellative. However, a closer look at the passage shows 
that we are dealing with the same place-name Tuarac-a-tap‘, as is correctly 
understood by Yuzbasyan. The passage reads as follows: <...>, xatay ijane i 
Tuaracoy Tap‘, ew anti ijane yandarjak dastn Basenoy ar anar amroc ‘awn or koci 
Awnik : “<...> nanpaBucsa K Tyapair' oii Tan*y. OTTyna OH CHYCTHJICA K umpokoii 
ZouuHe baceana n [monomen] k genpucryngoh kpernocrH no Ha3sBaHulo ABHHK" 
[Yuzba&yan 1963: 891°, 1 58b; 1968: 101, 16613]. 

The place-name 1s obviously reflected in Urart. Tuarasini hubi, see Kapancjan, 
ibid.; Eremyan 1963: 86; Arutjunjan 1965: 195-197; V. Xaéatrjan 1980: 111; 
Diakonoff/Kashkai 1981: 87; Jahukyan 1985a: 369; 1987: 430, 443; 1988: 155. 
Instead of tap ', here we find Urart. hubi, somehow related with Arm. hovit ‘valley’, 
which is very prodactive in place-names (see Jahukyan 1985a: 370; 1987: 434, 
442-443). 

That a district-name is based on the idea of pasturing is natural, cf. e.g. Kog-ovit 
(q.v.). Moreover, as we can see from an Urartian inscription, Tuarasini hubi must 
have had a considerable quantity of cattle and flock [Arutjunjan 1965: 196-197]. 
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K'ark'e, gen. K ark'eay, a mountain in the province of Turuberan, in the districts of 
Taron and Palunik', on the river Euphrates-Aracani (Agat'angelos, Zenob Glak, 
Yovhan Mamikonean). 

In Agat'angelos $ 809 (1909-1980: 421-422; transl. Thomson 1976: 347), the 
temple of Vahagn is said to be situated i snars lerinn K'ark'eay "on the summit of 
the mountain K'ark'e", at the site called Yastisat. In The History of Taron by 
Yovhan Mamikonean, the mountain-name is found in nominative-allative K 'ark'e, 
ablative i K 'ark'eoy (see A. Abrahamyan 1941: 109'*, 200-5, 232"). 

For the site (YJastisat, the mountain K ‘ark ‘é and the shrines on its slopes, as well 
as on the famous monastery St. Karapet, see Hübschmann 1904: 370-371, 400-401; 
Lusararean 1912: 142 (spelled as K'arke); Thomson 1976: 489-490. The mountain 
was also called Bazm-a-sar, lit. “multiple mountain’ (N. Sargisean 1864: 225, 228- 
229). K'ark'e probably was a very important cult centre in the cuneiform stage as 
well (cf. Hmayakyan 1990a: 160-161). For the problem of the origin of this cult 
centre, see also Martoyan 2004. On the religious importance of A&tisat, see also s.v. 
place-name *Hac 'eak-k *. "m 
eETYM The identification with the Urartian mountain-/land-name SADUKUR Gru, 
(for references and a discussion, see N. Arutjunjan 2001: 506-507; further see 
Jahukyan 1988: 153-154) is formally uncertain. 

The comparison of Arm. K'ark'- with the onomastic element Kark-/Krak- (cf. 
Krakov), Hitt. Karkiia-, etc. (A. Petrosyan 2002: 153-154; 2004: 214) seems quite 
plausible. The onomastic element Kark-/Krak- referring to the Carpathian 
Mountains has been discussed within a mythological context and in relation with 
OEngl. hearg 'heathen temple, altar, sanctuary, idol', etc. (see Ivanov/Toporov 
1974: 175-177), cf. OHG. harug referring to an area in the open for cult practice, 
Olc. harg probably originally referring to clumps of stones in a locality for cult 
practice, etc. (Markey 1972: 367-370). 

The Germanic etymon is also found in place-names; the proto-form may be 
reconstructed as *kar-k-u- or *kar-ko- (Markey ibid.; Boutkan p.c. 1999). Further, 
note the Illyrian mountain-names Kepxétiov Öpog (mons Cercetius, Cercetii), 
Kepxivn, cf. Pruss. Kercus, etc. (see Krahe 1955: 85; Toporov 1964: 55; cf. 
Neroznak 1974: 47-48; Toporov PrJaz [i-k] 1980: 323). 

The etymon *kar-k- *'stony rise (where cultic rites were practised)’ is probably 
related with Welsh carrog ‘stony river’ < *karraka, Oir. carrac ‘cliff’, carn ‘stone 
grave’, etc.; also forms reflecting *kar-ant- (see Pokorny 1959: 531-532; Markey 
1972: 370; cf. Krahe 1955: 118; Vennemann 1994: 226, Tabelle I). Arm. k‘ar 
‘stone’ seems to belong here too (HAB 4: 558-559). The Armenian appellative 
*k‘ar-k may be identical with Germ. *kar-k-. The sequence *-rk- normally yields 
Arm. -rg-. In this particular case, the voicing did not take place because the word is 
formed (or has been re-interpreted) as a broken reduplication, cf. PIE *nb"ro- > 
ampro-p ‘thunder’, *pter- > t'er-t' vs. t'er ‘leaf? (see s.v.v.); alternatively, we may 
posit substratum *k’ar-k". 

It has been suggested that OEngl. hearg as a heathen temple is identified with hell 
(Markey 1972: 367). This is reminiscent of the Armenian durn dzoxoc‘ ‘gate to hell’ 
in the cult centre on the mountain K 'arke, the shrine of St. Karapet the Baptist (on 
which see Srvanjtyanc‘ 2, 1982: 93-95). 
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Conclusion 

The Armenian K'ark'e, the name of a mountain of a considerable religious 
importance, reflects substratum *kar-k- 'stony rise (where cultic rites were 
practised)’, itself a derivative of *kar- > Arm. k‘ar ‘stone’. Particularly impressive is 
the Germanic cognate, *karko/u- *'stony rise (where cultic rites were practised)’. 
Typologically compare Arm. Eréz, the name of a village where the famous temple of 
the goddess Anahit was located, probably derived from erez 'stony place, pile of 
stones' (Hübschmann 1904: 425 hesitantly, not specifying the semantic motivation). 
For the ending -e, cf. Orme, a town with a fortress west of Lake Urmia, probably 
from orm ‘wall, fence’ (q.v.). 


PART II 


EVALUATION AND OUTLOOK 


1. ARMENIAN DIALECTS 


1.1 Preliminaries: the treatment of archaic features in dialects 


The foundations of Armenian dialectology have been laid by Hrac'ya Aéatyan, the 
most outstanding figure in Armenological disciplines, whose incredible diligence 
and productivity have been a constant source of my inspiration. His “Armenian 
Dialectology" (1911), *Armenian Dialectological Dictionary" (1913) and eleven 
dialect descriptions form the basic storage of dialectological data, which are 
systematically included, supplemented and evaluated in his fundamental 
AtarHLPatm and AéarLiak, and especially in his crowning work, the Etymological 
Dictionary of Armenian (HAB). 

Unfortunately, most of the works of Aéatyan (as well as those of Jahukyan and 
others) are written in Armenian and are therefore inaccessible to many students of 
Indo-European linguistics. 

Besides Ačařyan’s and Jahukyan’s works, the following general dialectological 
research and handbooks should be mentioned: Patkanov 1869; Yovnanean 1897; 
Msereanc‘ 1899; Laribyan 1953; A. Grigoryan 1957; Greppin/Khachaturian 1986. 
Extensive phonological treatments are given in H. Muradyan 1982; Vaux 1998. A 
lucid overview on aspects of Armenian dialectology can be found in Weitenberg 
2002. Armenian dialects preserve many archaic features. Meillet (1936: 11) 
mentions two such examples: dial. */izu vs. Classical /lezu ‘tongue’ and the 
preservation of the preposition z-. 

Kortlandt (1980: 105 = 2003: 32) considers that the reflex of PIE *rs, t 'arsamim : 
t'aramim 'to wither', q.v. (see Winter 1966: 205) offers the only trace of early 
dialectal diversity. Clackson (2004-05: 154) points out that this claim needs to be 
reviewed, adding some other examples, namely the semantic doublets of ays *wind; 
(evil) spirit’ (q.v.), and p 'axnum : p 'axc'im, both meaning ‘to flee’ in the Bible 
translation. 

Beekes (2003: 142) basically agrees with Kortlandt. He (142-143) mentions the 
case of -n (see 2.2.1.3), stating that dial. asteina (vs. ClArm. ast! ‘star’, q.v.), for 
example, “cannot have been taken from the Classical dialect; it must have been 
selected at an earlier stage". Similarly, Beekes (ibid.) mentions the word for ‘milk’; 
see s.v. kat‘n ‘milk’. His conclusion is that “the Classical language is one dialect 
(group), perhaps of a small number of speakers, that there were several dialects 
(though perhaps differing only on a limited scale), and that the modern dialects may 
preserve important data for the reconstruction of the oldest history of the language". 

Viredaz (2003: 76) points out that pre-Classical dialect variants within Armenian 
are very few and very late. As an example, he mentions /izu > lezu ‘tongue’. For a 
discussion of an important evidence from the 5" century, see s.v. ays ‘spirit; wind’. 
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Issues regarding the origin of the Armenian dialects and their existence in the 
classical period, as well as numerous archaic dialectal words and features, are dealt 
with in AcarHLPatm 2, 1951: 114-141, 324-439; Winter 1966; Jahukyan 1972; 
1985; N. Simonyan 1979. 

In the said works, dialectal archaisms are mostly represented as a preservation of 
what has been lost in the classical language and/or other dialects. Methodologically 
speaking, such an approach is not completely justifiable. Throughout the following 
chapters and the lexical corpus, I aim at establishing the philological background of 
the lexical data, while conducting a systematic evaluation of the deviant dialectal 
forms and features. In order to give an idea of how I treat and evaluate dialectal 
archaisms and to demonstrate the importance of dialectal data for etymological 
research, I refer to my treatment, for example, of dial. *anum vs. ClArm anun 
‘name’ from PIE *h3neh3-mn ‘name’ and Agulis yons vs. ClArm. us ‘shoulder’ from 
PIE *Homsos ‘shoulder’. 

The importance of the Armenian dialectal archaisms goes beyond Armenology 
per se. The Armenian peripheral dialects may provide us with information that can 
prove indispensable even for establishing the status of the Indo-European cognate 
forms. I shall mention one example, whereby Greek, Latin and Armenian cultural 
terms of a so-called Mediterranean substratum obtain an invaluable additional 
material from Armenian dialects, thus corroborating the connection and clarifying 
the status and spread of the terms. 

Arm. kat‘n ‘milk’ has been considered to be cognate with Greek *gala(kt) [yáAa, 
yóAakcoc] n. ‘milk’, Lat. *(g)Ik-t- [lac, lactis] n. ‘milk’, although the absence of -/- 
in Armenian makes the connection not evident. But the dialects of Agulis and Metri 
reflect a form, which preserved the liquid: *kazc ' « nom. *glkt-s [Weitenberg 1985: 
104-105]. This form shows that the various attempts to reconstruct the word with an 
initial *$-, *d- or *m- should be given up. 

In a series of articles (1986, 1992, 1993, 1996, 1997, 1999-2000, 2001), 
Weitenberg extensively treats several phonological features of Armenian dialects as 
reflecting ancient, partly even prehistoric isoglosses. These studies open new 
perspectives for the history of Armenian dialects, as well as for Armenian 
etymology. This can be exemplified by Weitenberg's rule on the reconstruction of 
an additional y- and related chronological issues, such as Aécaryan's Law and 
consonant shift (see 2.3.1). 

As is shown by Weitenberg's treatment of Aécaryan's Law, one can posit an old 
contrast between (a) Western dialects (Mus, AlaSkert, Karin/Erzrum, etc.) and (b) 
Eastern-Southeastern dialects (Agulis, Larabal, Van, etc., groups 6 and 7). For a 
discussion of a possible historical evidence from the 5" century for this dialectal 
contrast, see s.v. ays *wind; spirit". 

In a number of cases, we can speak of a more narrow dialectal feature; for 
example, in cases like erkan ‘mill’ (q.v.), the prothetic vowel before a word-initial r- 
is a- only in Agulis, Larabat and other adjacent dialects, whereas the Van subgroup 
follows the remaining dialect areas and the classical language. 
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1.2 5"-century dialectal words 


The collation of the dialectal distribution of a word with the geography of literary 
attestations often leads to remarkable conclusions. For example, getar 'river-bed; 
river-shore; outbranching river’ is present in the Eastern dialects: Ararat (Erevan, 
O&akan), Metri, uła. The only claimed exception is Mu’. However, the only source 
for the latter is Amatuni, and I have an impression that the evidence he presents as 
from Mus in fact originates from the MuS-speakers of the Ararat area (Aštarak, 
Yerevan, etc.), where many immigrants from Mus have been living since the 19" 
century. Another such example may be argat (q.v.). 

The same distribution is also found with literary attestations. Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" 
cent.) was a native of the village of P‘arpi (very close to the above-mentioned 
O&akan); Step‘anos Orbelean (13" cent.) was from Siwnik‘; “Bargirk‘ hayoc‘“ 
shows close affinities to the Eastern dialects (I shall attempt to discuss this point 
elsewhere). This also holds for the place-name Getar(u): (1) a river (= Agri-c'ay) 
and a district in Atuank‘; (2) a left tributary of the river Hrazdan. Thus, we are 
perhaps dealing with a word, dialectally restricted, since the 5" century, to Eastern 
Armenia. 


1.3 Dialectal words: new or old? 


Throughout his dictionary (HAB), Aéaryan records numerous dialectal formations, 
labelling them as nor barer (“new words"). Sometimes, however, one doubts 
whether this definition is justifiable. Let us take a look at some examples. 

According to Acaryan (HAB 2: 621a), dial. *arikot and *arkot are new words. 
The forms are: Mus, Van *arkot ‘stony place; precipice’ [Amatuni 1912: 57b; 
Aéafean 1913: 133a]; Xotorjur *ariko! ‘sloping, precipitous’ [YusamXotorj 1964: 
430a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 99b]; Hamsen arenge! [Aéarean 1913: 135; 1947: 
221]. Next to z-ar-i-kof(-eal) ‘precipitous’ (“Book of Chries" etc.), one also finds ar- 
i-kol-eal ‘precipitous, sloped’ in Movsés Xorenac'i 1.16 (1913= 1991: 51""?; transl. 
Thomson 1978: 99). Thus, the dialectal forms are not recent. 

*giSer(n)uk: Among several dialectal derivatives from giser ‘night’, which 
denote ‘bat’, Aëatvan (Atarean 1913: 230b) also mentions MaSkert (Arabkir/ 
Xarberd) giseruk and Lazax gisernuk. 

Compare Lat. vesper-ügo ‘bat’. Since Arm. giser and Lat. vesper, as well as, 
probably, Arm. -uk and Lat. -ugo are etymologically related (for the sufix, see Olsen 
1999: 584-592), and since Maskert and Lazax are located in the opposite peripheries 
of the Armenian-speaking territory, Arm. *giser(n)uk is a potentially old formation, 
although the independent creation of these forms cannot be excluded. 

Darman-a-got ‘Milky Way’, lit. 'Straw-Thief', is considered to be a new word 
[HAB 1: 640a]. The word is found only in the Eastern dialects, Ararat, Lori and 
Larabat, and may indeed be a recent replacement of the older *Yard(a)got. However, 
this is hard to verify since, in Larabal, next to ‘Milky Way’, Darmanagot denotes a 
small ‘straw-stealing’ cloud, and this may reflect older folk-beliefs, since a similar 
association between ‘Milky Way = Straw-Thief’ and a ‘straw-stealing wind’ is 
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recorded in Xotorjur, which is, both geographically and dialectally, quite far from 
Larabat. For more details, see 3.1.3. 

*erat'at*: Acaryan (HAB 2: 55a) cites Larabat, Lori harat‘at‘ < *er-a-t'at', 
composed of eri ‘shoulder’ (q.v.) and f‘at‘ ‘arm, paw’, as a new word. Probably, 
Xotorjur *erelt‘at‘ ‘shoulder-blade’ [YuSamXotorj 1964: 447b] belongs here too, 
although the nature of the internal -/- is obscure. Since these dialects are not 
contiguous, *er-a-t‘at‘ may be old. 

Sulaver (in the territory of Georgia) *net-0j ‘a kind of snake’ [Acarean 1913: 
811b], obviously net ‘arrow’ + oj ‘snake’. Acaryan (HAB 3: 442b) cites it as a new 
dialectal word derived from net ‘arrow’. One finds Dersim (K‘h) nedig ‘a poisonous 
snake’, featured by Batramyan (1960: 155a) only in the glossary of dialectal words. 
It certainly reflects a diminutive of net ‘arrow’. Since these dialectal areas are very 
far from each other, a question arises: are we dealing with an archaism or 
independent innovations? 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 413a) places tatjik ‘a young girl/woman' in his list of new 
dialectal words. The compound is present in the dialects DavreZ/Tabrez [Acarean 
1913: 1032b], and Metri (tataxc ‘ck’, see Alayan 1954: 332). Certainly composed of 
tlay ‘child’ and afjik ‘girl’. Given the literary attestation of tay aljik ‘a small girl’, as 
well as the fact that in Southeastern and Eastern dialects tłay means ‘boy’ rather than 
(the generic) ‘child’ (see HAB 4: 412b), one can assume that tłațjik is relatively old. 

k‘aloc‘ ‘mowing time’ (in Karin, see Acarean 1913: 1092b), a derivative of 
ClArm. k'alem ‘to pluck, weed, mow, harvest’, is considered to be a new dialectal 
word [HAB 4: 541b]. However, this dialectal word is not confined to Karin. More 
importantly, the word is identical with the old Armenian month-name k‘at-oc‘, 
which has often been wrongly interpreted as *month of goats'. 


Conclusion: The definition “new words” should be clarified. The mere fact that a 
word is not attested in literature does not necessarily imply that it is new. A dialectal 
word can be labelled as new only after a thorough analysis, which should also 
reckon, next to linguistic details, with factors like the dialectal spread, underlying 
folk beliefs, etc. 


1.4 Textual replacement by dialectal synonyms 


A number of classical words attested in the earliest edition of the Alexander 
Romance, published first by H. Simonyan (1989), have, in the final edition, been 
replaced by dialectal equivalents: 

mot-ez ‘lizard’ (Bible+); widespread in the dialects, also in the form *motoz-. In 
the earliest edition of the Alexander Romance (see H. Simonyan 1989: 4315): 
molezk' meck‘ orpes visapk' “lizards as big as dragons"; the final edition has here: 
motozk‘ k‘an zvisaps mec ein (306'"). The classical form mo#éz, thus, has been 
replaced by dialectal *mofoz-, present in Van, Moks, Salmast, etc. 

The word maskat*ew ‘(having) a wing of skin’, an epithet of the bat (c Yikan) in 
“Hexaemeron”, in the independent meaning "bat" appears first in the earliest edition 
of the Alexander Romance (see H. Simonyan 1989: 423'°). In the final edition, we 
find éatjikan instead (op. cit. 290-?). Since maskat‘ew ‘bat’ is attested poorly and 
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late and is preserved only in some peripheral dialects, namely Hamsen and Xotorjur 
(see s.v.), whereas c'ilj, C’Yikan (Bible+; dialects of Sebastia, Axalc'xa, Alaskert 
[HAB 3: 628-629]) seems to be the principal word for ‘bat’, one may assume that 
the original translator was a native of a peripheric dialect, where maskat'ew was the 
term for *bat'. The later editor(s) considered maskat'ew odd or little known and 
has(ve) replaced it with the ‘more normal’ č Yikan. 

But, sometimes, details are unclear. For instance, instead of sex ‘melon’ (Bible+), 
preserved in several dialects, the final edition has mefrapop (see H. Simonyan 1989: 
306", 431'°), which is attested from the Bible onwards, but is absent in dialects. 
Moreover, it denotes a particular kind of melon (synonymous with MidArm. 
Samam), rather than merely ‘melon’. 

In some cases, specific terms are interpolated. For instance: aniw sayli, or é 
kundn “a wagon-wheel which is kundn” (see H. Simonyan 1989: 432-6, in the 
earliest edition). The word kunt(n) or kund(n) ‘wheel’ is attested from the “Book of 
Chries” onwards and judged by Aécaryan (HAB 1: 593-594) as belonging to the 
more widespread gund "ball". although some philological details are unclear. In the 
dialects, it refers to the wheel of wagons, mills, spinning-wheels, etc. For the 
translator of our text, as we saw, kundn has the specific meaning ‘wagon-wheel’. It 
is interesting to note that, in the dialect of Alaskert, one finds kund (pl. kandner) in 
the very same specific meaning wagon-wheel' and with an initial k-, which 
presupposes a classical &- rather than a g- (see HAB 1: 594a). 

In different editions of the Alexander Romance, we find xec'geti(n) or 
xe/ac‘ap‘ar/f as words for ‘crayfish’, see H. Simonyan 1989: 261 (three times 
xec'getin, and once xec'ip'ar), 290 (pl/coll. xec'getneay), 413 (xec'geti, or € 
xic'ip'ar), 423 (xec'ip'ar), 478 (three times xac'ap'ar). In a 16"-century kafa, 
Zak'aria Gnunec‘i (of Gnuni) introduces saratlanay as synonymous with xec ‘ip ‘ar 
(see H. Simonyan 1989: 261). The form astonishingly resembles the word for 
‘crayfish’ in the dialect of Moks, namely säläträna (Orbeli 2002: 320, rendered by 
Russ. krab ‘crab’), cf. also Van salatrana ‘Satan’.'°° Zak‘aria of Gnuni introduced 
saratlanay probably because it was a normal word in his vernacular dialect. The 
original domain of the Gnuni seems to have been found around the areas (Aliovit 
etc.) immediately North and East of Lake Van (see Adontz 1970: 240; Toumanoff 
1963: 205; Garsoian 1989: 374-375; Hewsen 1992: 343; S. Petrosyan 1999: 176). 
One may therefore assume that we are dealing with a dialectal word confined to the 
Van-Moks area already in the 16" century. 


1.5 Interdialectal loans 


Arm. bat ‘word’ : dial. Van p ‘ar, with an initial aspirated p‘ which is explained by 
assuming a loan from the literary language of Polis (see Acarean 1952: 53, with a 
few other examples of the same type). 

Arm. *brinc* etc. ‘snowball-tree’: Agulis b/prdsna, with allophonic b- and p- (the 
shift b > p being irregular for this dialect), is considered to be a loan from Larabat 


136 Aéatyan (1952: 72, 104, 290; HAB 4: 164a) placed these forms s.v. satamandr 
*salamander'. 
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pr&sna [Aéatyan 1935: 93]. The latter probably reflects *bros- or *bros-, cf. Lazax 
p os, Laradal brosni (see 1.12.1). 

In the Hamen region, the initial g- yields g - in Mala, k- in Canik, and g- in 
Trapizon. In view of this, Acartyan (1947: 42) treats ClArm. gerandi ‘scythe’ > 
Hamsen gerandi (also k‘erendi), gattikur ‘a plant’ > galgur, etc. as borrowed from 
other dialects, such as Trapizon. Further on gerandi, see 1.10. 

lurj ‘light, shiny; awake; cheerful; (light) blue’ (q.v.) has been preserved in few 
dialects: Mus /urc' ‘a kind of blue canvas that is made in Haleb (= Turk. zal)’; 
T'1flis Irc ‘anal ‘to turn blue’ (referring to a beaten and bitten body); Akn. /rjuc ' ‘in 
one's waking hours’; as well as in Syria: Svedia cc" ‘blue’, K‘esab Jor ‘light blue’, 
Aramo laurd ‘blue’. As we can see, the “pure” adjectival colour designation /urj 
‘blue’ has been preserved only in the Armenian dialects of Syria, whereas in Mus we 
find only a technical meaning: ‘a kind of blue canvas that is made in Haleb’. Since 
Haleb (Aleppo) is situated in NW Syria, very close to Svedia and K‘esab, one may 
assume that the dialect of Mus has borrowed the word from the dialects of Syria, 
together with the product. 

Samsadin/Dilijan xemk* ‘the wooden frame of a sieve’ (see Mezunc‘ 1989: 
205b), for which cf. Van, Moks xim, xemk‘, Juta xemk‘, etc. from himn ‘basis’ (see 
HAB 3: 93-94); cf. especially Xnus-Bulanax xemk‘ ‘the wooden frame of a sieve’ 
(Melik‘ean 1964: 499b). The initial x- is irregular for Sam$adin, Lazax and adjacent 
areas. One therefore might assume that the initial x- in Sam&adin/Dilijan xemk' is 
due to the influence of famous wool-carders and felt-makers from Moks, Ozim, and 
other Van-group-speaking areas, who used to travel throughout Armenia, Caucasus, 
and even farther. Note especially a fairy-tale from Lazax the hero of which is from 
Van (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 318-329). 

In the same fairy-tale (326'*) one finds ane? ‘wool-card’. In the dialects of Van, 
Moks, Lori, Mus, Širak, etc., *ane? ‘bow’ (from ClArm. aleln ‘bow; rainbow’, q.v.) 
is described as ‘a bow-like instrument used for combing and preparing wool and 
cotton (a card)’. One may wonder if, e.g. in Lori, Lazax, and Sirak, this semantic 
shift too was motivated by the influence of the wool-carders and felt-makers from 
Van-group-speaking areas. 

On interdialectal contacts in the valley of Ararat see Bagdasarjan-Tapalcjan 1976. 


1.6 ASxarhac‘oyc‘ (Armenian Geography): agreement between historical and 
dialectal distributions 


The 7" century Armenian Geography (A&xarhac'oyc') by Anania Sirakac‘i mentions 
the following products of the province of Gugark‘: analut‘ ‘hind, deer’ (probably 
‘fallow deer’), hacar car or hacar-a-car ‘beech-tree’, serkewil or s(o)rovil ‘quince’, 
tawsax or tösax *box-tree' [Soukry 1881: 341-1", French transl. 46; MovsXorenMaten 
1865: 610; A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 350'?!; Eremyan 1963: 110; Greppin 1983a: 
15; Hewsen 1992: 65, 65A]. In the version of T‘ovmas Kilikec‘i (14^ cent.): nalut‘, 
hacarik' car ew srovel ew tösax [Anasyan 1967: 282- ^]. 

The tree-name hadar- ‘beech’ (Agat'angelos*; see HAB s.v.; Greppin 1983a) has 
been preserved only in Hamsen, Lori, Lazax, Larabat [HAB 3: 16a]. The tree Fagus 
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orientalis is native to Balkan Peninsula, Crimea, Caucasus, N. Iran [P. Friedrich 
1970: 112-115; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 623 = 1995: 535, with lit.; FlorTurk 7, 
1982: 658; Mallory 1989: 115-116, 160, 216; Friedrich and Mallory apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 58-60]. It is common in N. Turkey and is scattered in W. and 
S. Anatolia [FlorTurk 7, 1982: 657-658, 887: map 77]. It is one of the most typical 
trees of the HamSen area (see espec. T‘orlak‘yan 1981: 25f, 31, etc.). Thus, Fagus 
orientalis is present only in the extreme NW, N and NE of the Armenian speaking 
territory and is absent from the rest of the Armenian highland. This is clearly seen 
especially in the maps: P. Friedrich 1970: 113™'°; FlorTurk 7, 1982: 887”; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 59. The distribution thus perfectly corresponds to the dialectal 
spread (HamSen, Lori, Lazax, Larabal) and the testimony of Aéxarhac'oyc' 
(Gugark‘). 

The term tawsax ‘box-tree’ (Bible+), another product of Gugark‘, refers to Buxus 
sempervirens which, except for Europe and NW Africa, is present in Transcaucasia, 
N. Iran, and in Turkey it is confined mainly to the Pontic coastal areas and in Cilicia 
[FlorTurk 7, 1982: 631, 8867]. On Hamáen see T'orlak'yan 1981: 25, 28, 31. 
From FlorTurk 7, 1982: 631 we learn that in Rize “the species forms a moss forest 
above Hemgin". Remarkably, the word tawsax has been preserved only in the dialect 
of Hamsen (dosxi, dosxani, GSg dosxu, dosxec ‘a, see Acatyan 1947: 12, 92-93, 255), 
perhaps also in Svedia (Musa-ler), if t'usug “box-tree’ (recorded in Gyozalyan 2001: 
88 without a note on its origin) is related. The word tawsax is probably composed of 
*taws- (from "tak s-? cf. Hurr. taskar- ‘id.’) + tree-suffix -ax (see 2.3.1). The 
Svedian form seems to contain a different suffix, viz. -uk, cf. hacar-uk ‘beech’. The 
accented -u- in the final syllable usually yields Svedia -ó- or -ü- or -u-, cf. cacuk > 
Jäjög, t'mbuk > t'mbüg, cncluk > janjatug (see Aéatyan 2003: 391-393). The initial 
aspirated dental may be due to a distant assimilation of the sibilant -s-. Thus, *taws- 
uk > Svedia t 'usug or *t'usüg seems quite possible. 

Most remarkable is analut*, on which see s.v. 

Arm. gaz(a)pen ‘manna’ is scarcely attested in literature and has been preserved 
in the dialects of Mus, AlaSkert, Ozim, Karin (Erzrum), Axalc‘xa [HAB 1: 499b]. 
Since the district of Karin neighbours with Turuberan, and Axalc'xa belongs to the 
dialect group of Karin, one can speak of the original dialectal restriction of this word. 

The oldest attestations are found in Asxarhac‘oyc‘ by Anania Sirakac‘i (from 
Sirak) and in “History of Tarön” by Zenob. In the former, gazpe/en is mentioned as 
a product of Turuberan (the province where the district of Taron is located), 
alongside with meir ‘honey’ [MovsXorenMaten 1865: 608^; A. G. Abrahamyan 
1944: 349^]. In the long recension (Soukry 1881: 31'“), gazpe/en is missing. 
Instead one reads: mer anoys k'an zamenayn erkri : “the sweetest honey in the 
world" [Hewsen 1992: 63]. Also Sasun, a district south to Taron, abounds in manna, 
see K'alant'ar 1895: 30-31; Petoyan 1965: 101-104. According to Amirdovlat‘ 
Amasiac‘i (see S. Vardanjan 1990: 93, § 392), manna is abundant in Amid, that is, 
further south-east to Sasun. 

On manna, “History of Taron" (A. Abrahamyan 1941: 143-144) informs: zor 


gazpen (var. gazpan) koc 'emk' : “which we call gazpen" (in transl by V. Vardanyan 
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1989: 59: gazpa). Under “we” the population of Tarön should be understood. These 
attestations point to a geographical restriction which basically agrees with the 
dialectal spread of the word. 

Another example is araw§ ‘a kind of bird identical with or resembling bustard’, 
only in the long recension of ASxarhac‘oyc‘; probably identical with Xotorjur *earos 
‘a kind of bird with very tasty flesh, which sings in whistling voice, big partridge’. 


1.7 Further issues on ASxarhac‘oyc‘ 


In both the long and the short recensions of ASxarhac‘oyc’, one finds zarik as a 
product of the province of Koréék‘ = Koréayk‘ [Soukry 1881: 32'"; 
MovsXorenMaten 1865: 608""*; A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 349^]. 

The word zarik refers to ‘arsenic’ and has been borrowed from Mlran. *zarnik (> 
Arm. *zarrik > zarik), cf. Pers. zarni(x), Arab. zarnix/q etc. “arsenic’ [Hübschmann 
1897: 149; HAB 2: 81]. However, Eremyan (1963: 93-94) mentions other semantic 
nuances and points out that the establishing of the specific meaning of zarik, within 
the context of A&xarhac'oyc', needs additional evidence. See also Hewsen 1992: 
17615; (brief note). On the map of Asxarhac‘oyc‘ apud Eremyan 1963, zarik is 
conjecturally indicated in the district of Cahuk, which can be shown to be correct by 
a curious accident. 

A more recent borrowing from Pers. or Arab. zarnix is MidArm. zarne/x, zrnex 
(MijHayBar 1, 1987: 209a221a; also Hübschmann 1897: 149: ModArm. zrnex). Present 
in the dialects of Moks, Van, Akn, T‘iflis, etc. [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 422b]. 

That zarik and zarnix refer to ‘arsenic’ is clearly shown by Amirdovlat‘ 
Amasiac‘i (15" cent.), who treats these forms as equivalent to Pers. z/nex and Arm. 
mkn-del, literally ‘mouse-poison’, and describes the varieties and the medical use of 
the arsenic (see S. Vardanjan 1990: 119 8 525, comments 606525). He also notes that 
arsenic is used to get rid of armpit hair (ibid.). Compare Moks zarnex described as 
follows: *yellow earth used for removing one's body-hair" [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
422b; Orbeli 2002: 222]. 

One can even specify the precise location of the mines of zarik mentioned in 
A&xarhac'oyc'. According to Srvanjtyanc‘ (1, 1978 [< 1884]: 402), there are mines 
of zornex in the vilayet of Van, districts of Norduz and Julamerg, and one finds 
select coal in the vicinity of the village of Samanis. Since Norduz and Julamerg are 
situated in the territory of the province of Koréayk‘, more precisely in the district of 
Cahuk (see e.g. the map in Cuinet 2, 1891: 522/523), one can match the evidence 
from A&xarhac'oyc' (n century) with that of Garegin Srvanjtyanc‘ (1884 AD) 
identifying mines of arsenic in the district of Cahuk. 

According to Strabo (16.1.24), Korduk* (in Koréayk‘) produced yayyifug Aidog 
‘lignite’, i.e. ‘a variety of brown coal’, which keeps serpents away (see Acaryan 
1940a: 90, ModArm. transl. 91). This 1s obviously identical with the evidence 
presented by G. Srvanjtyanc‘ on coal in this area. 
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1.8 Anania Sirakac‘i'” 

Parallel to Karié, the standard term for the constellation Scorpio, Anania Sirakac‘i 
(see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 329'!°, 330"'?) sometimes uses the vernacular form 
Kor (see s.vv.). The word Karic is widely attested from the 5" century onwards in 
both meanings ‘scorpion’ and ‘the constellation Scorpio’, and is widespread in the 
dialects ranging from Sebastia, Mus and Karin to Agulis, Salmast and Larabat, and 
from Axalc'xa and T‘iflis to Moks and Ozim. In contrast, kor is attested only in 
Sirakac‘i (7^ cent., Širak) and some later, MidArm. sources (a riddle by Nersös 
Snorhali [195 cent, Cilicia], Fables by Vardan Aygekc‘i [12:135 cent, Tluk‘, 
Cilicia], Geoponica [13? cent.], Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i [15" cent., Amasia]) and has 
been preserved in some W and SW dialects (Cilicia, Xarberd, Akn, Arabkir 
[ka-class]), as well as in two Southeasternmost villages of Marata and Salmast 
(assuming that Sal, absent from the list of abbreviations, stands for Salmast) 
[/-class]. One may assume that kor was a dialectally restricted form, present also in 
the vernacular of Anania Sirakac'i. 

The unexplained asterism Arkawt is attested only in Anania Sirakac'i (A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 331'°). It probably derives from ark-an-em ‘to throw (a missile 
etc.)’ and may thus be regarded as a vernacular term for Orion, Orion's belt, or 
Sagittarius, although Sirakac‘i normally uses the standard terms Kir and Alefnawor 
(see 3.1.4). In the latter case, however, dialectal evidence is missing. 


1.9 Nersös Snorhali (12" cent., Cilicia) 
The riddle Nr 112 by Nersés Snorhali [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 261] reads: 
I hiwsisoy gay jiawor, 
Hanc ' sur ert‘ay zinc‘ t'ewawor, 
Zp 'icik's arne kotor-kotor, 
Xayt ‘€ zmardoyn ac 'k'n zed kor. 
There comes from the North [an] equestrian, 
Rides as a sword, as if having wings, 
Breakes pine-trees into pieces, 
Bites the eye of the man like a scorpion. 


The answer is parxar ‘a Northern cold wind’, which otherwise is attested only in 
Geoponica (13" cent.), pa(r)xrc ʻi, and derives from Parxar, the mountain range also 
called Pontic, in areas close to Xotorjur [HAB 4: 62b]. Preserved in Xotorjur, 
Baberd barxar, Zeyt'un baxar/yc ‘a ‘a Northern cold wind’ [HAB 4: 63a]. 

p‘ici “pine-tree’ (John Chrysostom, Fables of Mxit'ar Goš, Geoponica, etc.); 
present in Xotorjur [YusamXotorj 1964: 518b], Hacon, Svedia [HAB 4: 503-504]. 

kor ‘scorpion’ is further attested only in Anania Sirakac‘i (7^ cent., Širak) and 
some later, MidArm. sources: in Fables by Vardan Aygekc'i (12-13" cent., Tluk‘, 
Cilicia), Geoponica (13" cent.), Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i (15" cent., Amasia); it is 


157 On this author, see 1.6 and 1.7. 
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preserved in some W and SW dialects (Cilicia, Xarberd, Akn, Arabkir), as well as in 
extreme SE (Marala, Salmast). 

Thus, three words in the same riddle by Nersés Snorhali (Cilicia), namely kor, 
parxar, p'ici, seem to be restricted mostly to the NW and SW dialects of the 
ka-class, particularly in the Cilicia, Pontic and adjacent areas. 


1.10 Back loans 


For the notion and examples of back loans or Rückentlehnungen see e.g. Krahe 
1970: 92. Here I list a few examples from Armenian. That this issue is relevant for 
etymological research is clearly illustrated by Arm. p‘aycain ‘spleen’ > 
Cappadocian Greek zeioayı ‘id.’ > Xotorjur sipex ‘id.’ (see s.v.); this helps to 
eliminate the theory on the extremely archaic nature of this Armenian dialectal form. 

MPers. *bazük ‘arm’ (cf. Pers. baz) > Arm. bazuk ‘1. arm; 2. beet? > Pers. pazü 
‘beet’ (see HAB 1: 377; G. Asatryan 1990: 143). 

Arm. gerandi ‘scythe’ (q.v.): Larabat k’ärändi (vs. regular kerándu) and Kizen 
k"äränt‘i can be explained as back loans from Azerbaijani. Similarly, Hamsen 
k‘erendi may have been borrowed from Laz K'erendi, which in turn is considered to 
be an Armenian loan. 

As is demonstrated by Aécaryan (HAB 3: 204a), Van, Mus, Alaskert, Bulanox 
*čiwł ‘flock of sheep’ derives from ciwi ‘branch’ and čeł- ‘to divide’, and Kurd. deal 
‘(sheep-)flock’ is borrowed from Armenian (see 3.9.1). Sasun Zo ‘flock of sheep’ 
recorded by Aécaryan (1913: 739b) without any etymology or internal connections, 
may have been borrowed from Kurdish. Thus: Arm. čiwł ‘branch, division; flock’ > 
Kurd. ce2/ ‘(sheep-)flock’ > Arm. dial. (Sasun) *čəl ‘flock of sheep’. 

Next to partez ‘garden; kitchen-garden' (Bible+; dialects), there is pahez 
‘kitchen-garden’ (Paterica*; SE dialects) for which I tentatively propose the 
following scenario: Iran. *pardez > Arm. partez (at an early stage) > NWlran. 
*pa(r)hez (with the regular development *rt > NWIran. rv > (r)h) > Arm. pahez. We 
might be dealing here, thus, with a “double back loan" (or a re-re-borrowing). 

A number of cases with Turkish or Tatar: 

Nor Naxijewan rural egerek‘ “the summer staying place of bullocks in fields’ is a 
back loan from Crimean Tatar *egerek (cf. Turk. ekrek in numerous place-names of 
Asia Minor) « Arm. agarak.‘landed property, estate, a house with all possessions, 
village" (q.v.). 

Metri gärmäsi vs. germast ‘snowball-tree, guelder rose’ (Atayan 1954: 265b) can 
be explained by a Turkish intermediation (see HAB 1: 546 for the forms). 

Arm. dial. di/alama, deleme ‘ferment for cheese’ is interpreted as a loan from a 
Turkish dialectal form, which in turn has been borrowed from Arm. da(y)l 
‘colostrum’ (q.v.). 


1.11 Re-borrowings in dialects 


Iranian lexemes borrowed into Classical Armenian may, in individual dialects, be 
independently re-borrowed in different forms. Two well-known examples: dial. 
bazar ‘market’ vs. ClArm. vačar ‘trade, market’, cf. Pahl. vacar vs. Pers. bazar 
[HAB 4: 298-299; Jahukyan 1987: 491; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 145a]; Arm. dial. 
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be or ‘worse, ugly’ vs. ClArm. vatt'ar ‘bad, worse, evil’ (Bible+; T‘iflis dial.), cf. 
Pahl. vattar ‘worse, bad, evil’, NPers. bat(t)ar ‘id.’ [HAB 4: 312a]. 

Arm. erang ‘colour, dye’ (Bible+) is a MIran. loan, cf. MPers. rang ‘colour, dye’. 
The form has not been preserved in Armenian dialects [HAB 2: 39a]. Instead, one 
finds dial. *rang as a recent borrowing from Pers. rang, cf. e.g. Ararat rang 
[Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 103b] or (h)arang [Markosyan 1989: 370b] and Goris aräng 
[Margaryan 1975: 513a]. 

Alongside rang, Persian also has ranj ‘colour’ (see Steingass 587b), which seems 
to be reflected in some Arm. dialectal compounds. Whether Ozim narenj ‘dyed 
thread’ belongs with narinj ‘orange’ is uncertain (see HAB 3: 431b). In my view, 
the word is more probably composed of *nar- ‘to dye’ + *ranj ‘colour’ (see 2.3.1 
under the suffix -awt, on narawt 'coloured thread or plait/braid’). Further, Ararat 
mknarinj *mouse-coloured (e.g., of a horse or cat)’ [Amatuni 1912: 483a] can be 
interpreted as mukn ‘mouse’ + conjunction -a- + *rinj ‘colour’. 

More interesting are cases where the old and recent borrowings display not only 
formal, but also semantic contrast; see 2.1.38 on darman ‘medicine, remedy’ etc. 


1.12 Internal etymology 


In many respects, the examination of the dialectal material plays an indispensible 
role in etymological research. Apart from well-known cases, where some peripheral 
dialects preserve a phoneme, morpheme or other features, which are otherwise lost 
in ClArm. and in the majority of dialects (see e.g. s.vv. kat'n, katin, c 'ax/k', us, etc.), 
one has to reckon with the dialectal material when dealing primordially with internal 
etymology. The latter 1s the starting point of any etymological research, since there 
can be no external comparison before reaching a clear picture of the internal 
evidence. Very frequently, literary attestations are too scarce, and dialects provide us 
with valuable information bridging the gaps in the literary evidence. Here are some 
examples. 


1.12.1 A considerable number of plant-names point to the Mediterranean 
substratum, and some of them also have possibly related forms in Semitic languages. 
In some cases, it is very difficult to determine whether the Armenian term originates 
from the Mediterranean substratum or is a Semitic loan. The analysis becomes even 
more complex when the Armenian term displays by-forms with phonological and/or 
word-formative irregularities, which renders the reconciliation between internal and 
external data practically impossible. Let us take a look, for example, at the word for 
*snowball-tree etc". 

brincé* (the fruit), brnc -(en)i (the tree); dial. *bro/o3-, *blinc'/j-, etc. ‘Celtis 
australis or occidentalis’ (see Ali8an 1895: 10177: HAB 1: 490b) or ‘snowball- 
tree, guelder rose (Viburnum opulus)'. According to Malxaseanc‘ (HBB 1: 397b), 
brnc'-i means ‘Viburnum opulus’, whereas the alternating dialectal forms pršni and 
psni are taken as synonymous with /ft-eni and denote ‘Celtis australis’ or, 
according to Sepetéean, ‘Celtis caucasica’ (Malxaseanc’ HBB 2: 221c; 4: 129a, 
528b). Abelyan (Abeghian 1899: 61) distinguishes between brnc'-i ‘Viburnum 
opulus' and bri *Celtis australis" (the latter form is unknown to me). 
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Attested in Galen (brinc', blinc', etc., see Alisan 1895: 1015595 Greppin 1985: 
139) and Juanšēr [HAB 1: 490b]. NHB (2: 1061b) considers it as a dialectal word. 

Preserved in the dialects of Akn, Arabkir, Xarberd, etc. *brinc', *brnc'-i. Mu&, 
Bate’, Bulanox have *b Tine‘ [HAB 1: 490b]. Satax patisk ‘a wild plant’, which is 
found in the glossary of purely dialectal words of the dialect description [M. 
Muradyan 1962: 215b], apparently belongs here, too. That Satax patisk reflects 
*blinc'-k is corroborated by Moks pelinc'k, gen. polonc ka, pl. patanc‘katir 
'[kycrapHBHÁ] ru107, Mezruii, KP, emm H C KOCTOUKOM, Maca MAIO, 
TEPIIKUH, rrocrieBaer ocenbro' (see Orbeli 2002: 313). 

Alisan (1895: 631*999, 6358915) records Sasun, Mus p injk', p'Inj'k'-i vs. 
Northern p "sni, describing the word as denoting ‘a shrub with hard wood and sweet 
fruit of the size of a small acorn’ and identifying it, albeit hesitantly, with brinc‘. 
Note Sasun plinc*, princ, plinjk' [Petoyan 1954: 153; 1965: 517-518]. 

Agulis brasna, prasna Larabat présna (the berry), prsnéne (the tree), Lazax p Tos, 
Laradat brosni [HAB 1: 490b]. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 490b) notes the resemblance with Assyr. burasu, Hebr. b^ros, 
Aram. brütä. He, however, leaves the etymology open, since the Semitic words 
mean ‘cypress’. N. Mkrté‘yan (1983: 26) advocates the connection, stating that the 
correct meaning of Akkad. burasu is ‘Juniperus giganteus’, which is identical with 
the meaning of Arm. *bros-ni, *bras-na. He also notes that the Armenian form 
brinc' may have a different origin, which seems improbable. 

The semantic difference is not a decisive argument against the connection. The 
snowball-tree, the juniper and the like are strongly marked in Armenian tradition. 
Arm. brnc'i is a powerful ‘Abwehrmittel’ against the Evil Eye [Abeghian 1899: 61]. 
Note also the curse formula from Axalc'xa: brné'i terew ute “may he eat the leaf of 
the snowball-tree” (see Aécarean 1913: 207b). In a number of traditional stories, the 
juniper protects Jesus Christ, or 1s related to certain saints (Lanalanyan 1969: 115f). 

The tree-names under question come from Mediterranean and Near-Eastern areas: 
Gr. på n. ‘savin, Juniperus sabina; Juniperus foetidissima’ (also fóparov n., 
Bopativn), Lat. bratus (Pliny) ‘an Anatolian cypress’; Aram. Ara, Hebr. b’rös, 
Assyr. burásu ‘cypress’ < Proto-Semitic *bradu (see Huld 1981: 303). Georgian 
brinjaos-xe ‘Celtis australis or caucasica’ is considered an Armenian loan [HAB 1: 
49 1a]. 

Some of the Armenian dialectal forms from Lazax and Laradat point to *bros or 
*brös, which is derivable from Semitic, cf. Assyr. burasu and Hebr. b'ros. 
Considering forms in the closely related Lazax and Laradat, Larabat présna, too, 
seems to reflect *bros. Given the allophones with initial b- and p-, Agulis b/prasna 
is considered to be a loan from Larabat [Acaryan 1935: 93]. Since the accented 
penultimate -ó- yields -a- in Agulis (see Aéaryan 1935: 66-67), one may reconstruct 
*bros- for Agulis. 

Some comments on Larabat vocalism are in order. In view of such examples, as 
boxi ‘hornbeam’ > péxi, the derivation *bros- > Larabat présna seems regular. A 
closer look, however, shows that Larabat -e- reflects an older -o- only when it 
follows an initial b- or v- (see 2.1.39.1). Here, two possibilities come to mind: either 
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(1) the rule also operated with *bro-; or (2) Larabal présno reflects a form different 
from the one seen in Lazax, Laradat and Agulis and, therefore, requires another 
solution. Since accented ; yields Larabat e (see Acarean 1899: 68; Davt'yan 1966: 
35), one may derive Larabat présna from *brinc ‘-n-, cf. 2.1.11. The same solution is 
given by Alayan (1954: 39, 84) for Metri barésna. 

How to reconcile *bros- with the other forms, namely *brinc‘ and *blinc ‘77? The 
latter forms may be due to an epenthetic -n- (see 2.1.30.1) or to a metathesis of the 
nasal element of the tree-suffix: *-Vs-n- > *-Vns-> *-Vnc'. The vowel -i- may be 
analogical; thus: *br(o/u)s-ni > *brnc'i (the tree) >> *brinc' (the berry). The shift 
-n3- > -nE - is uncertain, however. Note that next to forms with sibilant -s-, there are 
also forms with dental stops, cf. Gr. fópaxov, Aram. brütà, etc., so the Armenian 
may reflect a substratum form with an affricate. One can also offer alternatives for - 
inc '/j : (1) *-in-ieh;- > Arm. -inj, cf. Gr. Bopat-ivyn vs. Bopatov; (2) compare other 
Armenian plant-names (Persian/Arabic loans), such as f‘urinj, narinj ‘orange’ (see 
HAB s.vv.). 

Arm. *br-o/os vs. bri (Abelyan) and *br/linc'- may have been synchronically 
interpreted as containing a “plant-suffix” -0/05, as seen in t'el-aws vs. t'el-i ‘elm’ 
(q.v.); see also 2.3.1. 


1.12.2 brut, i-stem: GDSg brt-i, GDPI brt-i-c‘ (Bible); a-stem: GDPI brt-a-c* 
(Yovhannés Erznkac‘i Corcorec‘i, 13-14" cent.) ‘potter’; widespread in the dialects 
[HAB 1: 493b]; e.g. Moks parut ‘ronyap’ [Orbeli 2002: 315]. 

Jahukyan (1987: 313) considers brut as possibly borrowed from Hitt. purut- 
‘clay’. We are probably dealing with an older (derivative?) *purut-i (cf. Jahukyan, 
op. cit. 316). The semantics seems to be corroborated by dial. *brt-in ‘a kind of red 
clay’ (< brut, according to HAB ibid.), mentioned by Jahukyan. A philological 
discussion is in order. Rather than arguing against the Hittite etymology of the word, 
the following aims to demonstrate that the philological background and the internal 
data deserve more careful consideration. 

The meaning ‘clay’ of dial. *brt-in can hardly directly reflect the Hittite 
semantics, since -in points rather to a derivative. Besides, Ačařyan (1913: 212b) 
does not specify the form or location of the dialectal word. Such a form is found, for 
example, in Satax: part-en ‘treated clay to make pottery with’ (see M. Muradyan 
1962: 77, 215b). One might rather derive this word from the verb represented, for 
example, by Moks partil ‘MaTb, CMa3bIBaTb, Mernrarb' = ‘to batter, plunge, anoint, 
mix’ (see Orbeli 2002: 314). Note especially Moks partun xo? *ropureunas rinna = 
potter’s clay’, lit. ‘earth’ (see Orbeli ibid.). 

Thus, dial. *brt-in cannot be used as evidence for a possible basic meaning ‘clay’ 
of brut. For this purpose, one might mention a better example, namely the derivative 
brt-eay ‘made of clay’ (attested in Zenob). 


1.12.3 Next to ktrem ‘to cut’, ktur-k*, etc., one finds *ktir as the second member of 
the poorly attested compound hat-u-ktir (also hat-u-kcir) (see HAB 2: 642a). No 
dialectal forms specifically belonging to *ktir are recorded by Acaryan (HAB 2: 
642-643), although the dialectal descendants of the forms k(o)tor and ktrem are 
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abundant. One would like to find more internal evidence for *ktir, too, since it 
would be helpful in establishing the status of the poorly attested and ambiguous 
hat-u-kt/Cir. 

Among the forms mentioned by Aéaryan s.v. kotor (HAB 2: 643a), Marala kutir 
presents a special interest; see also Davt'yan 1966: 400. 

In the dialects of Van, Sasun and Satax, there is a similar form, namely kətir, 
meaning ‘flock of sheep’ (see Aéarean 1913: 619a; M. Muradyan 1962: 212b). 
According to A. Xac'atryan (1993: 107), the word is connected with ktr-em ‘to cut’. 
This is corroborated by semantic parallels presented in 3.9.1. Here, I suggest to add 
ktir-k' ‘dowry’ (John Chrysostom); for the semantic development, cf. bazin-k' 
*dowry' from bazin 'share, cut' (see 3.8.2). 


1.12.4 xucic ‘scarecrow’ is attested in Evagrius of Pontus. In “Bargirk‘ hayoc‘“ 
(Amalyan 1975: 113%, cf. 145%, xočič is glossed alongside xrtuilak 
‘scarecrow’ and *bo-xoxic (q.v.). The root seems to be xuc ‘scarecrow, bogy' (pl. 
xuc-k^), found in John Chrysostom. Acaryan (HAB 2: 418a) rejects the relation of 
these words with xucap ‘panic fear’ (Philo etc.): xucap-k' ‘bogy, ghost’ (Bible) on 
the strength of the dialectal forms: Sebastia xoxoj ‘bogy’, Erznka ets. *xox "etc" He 
(Acarean 1913: 481a) compares the latter with Pers. kux. 

A more careful internal examination shows that Aécaryan's analysis must be 
revised. First of all, xuc-k‘, as attested in John Chrysostom, shows that the root may 
be *xuc rather than *xox. Sebastia xoxoj can easily be regarded as reduplicated. 
Secondly, a root *xox cannot explain xo/ucic, which rather comprises *xuc- and the 
suffix -ic. Finally, the root *xuc- is corroborated by dialectal forms. The same 
dialect of Erznka also has xuj-ur-ik *scarecrow used in a drought-ritual by children’ 
(see Kostandyan 1979: 152b, in the glossary of dialectal words). Further: 
Valarsapat/Efmiacin xunc -ak ‘scarecrow’ (Amatuni 1912: 292a), P‘arpi xonj-ol-oz 
‘an evil spirit’ (P'iliposyan 2005, 2: 84), Nor Bayazet xuc -kurur-ik ‘doll of the 
drought-ritual’ (Aécarean 1913: 489-490). 

The element -ap is not entirely clear. Nevertheless, compare tagnap, which is 
synonymous with xucap (see Lap'anc'yan 1961: 164). 

Thus: *xu£-: xo/uc-ic, with the suffix -ic, and redupl. *xu-xuc. The latter has been 
re-analysed as derived from *xo/ux. Note also secondary forms based on this *xo/ux 
and containing the element -/- and/or the same suffix -ic, cf. *xox-ic (see s.v. 
*bo-xoxic ‘scarecrow’ ). Sebastia *xuxuc may either be due to vocalic assimilation or 
reflect another type of reduplication. Note also xax-al-ic (see Lisic*yan 1969: 27049), 
Partizak *xuxu-l-ic, etc. Typologically, compare *bo- : *bo-bol : *bolo-c ‘insect, 
bogy, etc.’ (q.v.). 


1.12.5 ckoyt*, a-stem, Ckoyt‘n, an-stem (John Chrysostom etc.); ckoyt*, o-stem 
(Bible+); ckik (Afak'el Dawrizec‘i, 17" cent.) ‘the little finger”. 

Widespread in the dialects. All the ka-class dialects, including those located in 
extreme peripheries, such as Transylvania, T‘iflis, Cilicia, as well as Van and 
Salmast, have the form ckoyt‘. In contrast to this, the forms of the dialects of the 
extreme South-East and East are characterized by the initial hissing affricate c- and 
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the absence of -oyt‘. Thus: Larabat ckéyna, kcéyna, Juta ck-ik (next to rural cfkit‘, for 
which I posit &koyt‘ = /Ckuit'/ > *&kwit‘ > *ckwit', through metathesis), Samaxi ckla 
mat, Agulis clayg’ büt‘, Ganjak ccink‘, etc.; cf. also Aza, Marala *čltik [HAB 3: 
205a]. In K‘esab, one finds an intermediate form, namely cokek (see C‘olak‘ean 
1986: 206a). 

Arak‘el Davrizec‘i lived very close to Nor Juta and witnessed the well-known 
migration of Juta. The form ckik, used only by him, can be seen, in fact, as a first- 
hand record of the dialectal form from Juta in the 17" century. 

Acafyan (HAB 3: 204-205) reconstructs a proto-form *c(u)Ikoyt' and treats it as 
borrowed from Kartvelian languages; cf. Laz cúlu K'it"i (lit.) “little finger’. Internal 
derivation, however, points to a *ck-/ck-, which has adopted the suffix -oyt‘ (see 
s.vv. boyt‘, bl-it‘, and 2.3.1) in the literary language and in ko-dialects, but not in SE 
and E dialects. Aéaryan's etymology can be correct only if one assumes that ckoyt‘ 
has been reduced to *ck- in those dialects and, subsequently, has adopted other 
suffixes, such as -ik etc. 


1.12.6 When examining the origin of homonymous words, one must naturally start 
with scrutinizing the possible internal relations among them. An illustrious example 
is unj, with its three homonymous forms: 

unj,, o-stem: GDSg anj-o-y in Gregory of Nyssa ‘bottom, depth (of a sea etc.); 
root; the underground, Underworld’ (P‘awstos Buzand, Hexaemeron, Philo, etc.); 

unj, prob. ‘treasure, treasury, granary, barn’ (P‘awstos Buzand 5.6); cf. Georg. 
unji ‘treasure’; 

unj; ‘soot (in stoves; resulted by smoke); rust’, attested in “History of the nation 
of the Archers (i.e. the Mongols)” and Oskip‘orik, preserved mainly in Eastern 
peripheral dialects; cf. also Moks uc. See s.vv. 

The first two are most likely connected, implying a semantic development 
"bottom, depth, the underground’ > ‘buried/underground treasure or granary’. In 
order to establish the semantics, we must take another set of words into 
consideration: 

ganj, u-stem, i-stem ‘store, treasure’ (Bible+; several dialects), probably an 
Iranian loan: Pahl. ganj ‘treasure, treasury’ [MacKenzie 1971: 35], Pers. ganj ‘store, 
hoard, hidden treasure; granary, store-house, mart; case’ [Steingass 1098a], Mlran. 
ganj ‘treasury’; also Iranian loans: Skt. ganja- ‘treasury, jewel room; a mine; a 
cowhouse or station of cowherds; a mart, place where grain etc. is stored for sale; 
tavern’ [Monier-Williams 1899/1999: 342c], Gr. yaga f. ‘(royal) treasury’, Aram. 
gnz’, etc., see Hübschmann 1897: 126; HAB 1: 516-517; Nyberg 1974: 81a; Olsen 
1999: 872. In view of the final -j instead of -7, Arm. ganj (cf. also Georgian ganji 
*buried treasure") is considered to be a Median loan (see Jahukyan 1987: 505-506, 
554, 558, with ref.). For an alternative solution, see below. 

Some of the forms above refer to a ‘hidden or buried treasure’. This enables us to 
introduce other words. Arm. ganjak ‘bowels, entrails, interior’ (Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Alexander Romance, Anania Sirakac‘i, GDSg ganjak-i, A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 329114 etc.), ‘wallet, case’ (Yovhannēs Vanakan Vardapet 
Tawu&ec'i, 12-13" cent.). Ataryan (HAB 1: 517b) takes the meaning ‘wallet, case’ 
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as original and derives the word from Pers. ganja/e ‘wallet’, assuming that the latter 
has lost the secondary meaning 'entrails, interior'. See also Jahukyan 1987: 520, 
with a question mark. This interpretation 1s not convincing. I think ganjak belongs 
with our ganj ‘store, treasure’, and the basic meaning is ‘buried/hidden treasure’. 

Further, note the place-name Ganjak, as well as the compound place-names 
Ganj-a-sar and Ganj-a-p 'arax, with sar ‘summit of a mountain’, dial. ‘mountain’, 
and p 'arax ‘sheep-fold’, respectively. The first component *ganj- is considered to be 
unknown by Hübschmann (1904: 417). I propose to interpret it as meaning 'ravine, 
valley, district’ (cf. the place-name Kotb, see s.v., for the semantic field) and connect 
it to Arm. *ganj- ‘bowels, interior; buried treasure’. 

Summarizing the evidence, we can posit *ganj- ‘*bottom, depth, the 
underground; *the interior of earth or belly’ > (1) ‘buried/underground treasure’; (2) 
“bowels, entrails’; (3) ‘ravine’ or the like. 

Given the formal similarity and semantic identity, one can etymologically 
identify Arm. ganj (together with related Iranian and other forms) with Arm. unj. 
The proto-form may be reconstructed with an initial *w-, which yields Arm. g- when 
followed by a vowel, and Iran. g- when followed by a short a. Arm. *gan- ` *un- 
points to ablaut *wan- ` zero-grade *un-. In view of the parallel i- and u-stems of 
Arm. ganj, as well as the fact that the ablaut alternants differ also with respect to the 
following affricate (ganj vs. unj), one can tentatively reconstruct the following old 
paradigm: nom. *wanj-öi- > Arm. *ganj-u(i), with a hissing affricate; gen. *unj-io- 
> unj, with a hushing affricate. If this is true, the paradigm is identical to the one 
inherited from PIE HD i-stems, seen in giw? ‘village’ (q.v.), arew ‘sun’, etc. (see 
also 2.2.2.4). For the sound development *ji > j, see 2.1.22.2. Naturally, this is 
highly hypothetical. 

The ultimate origin of the Armenian and other forms is unclear. Given the formal 
variety and the large semantic field of the Armenian forms, one cannot rule out the 
possibility that the source of the forms in other languages (or at least of some of 
them) was Armenian. (7 

If unj; ‘soot; rust’ (cf. also dial. *banj ‘id.’) is related to the others, one may 
assume a semantic development ‘bottom, depth’ > ‘sediment/Bodensatz’ > ‘soot; 
rust’. In this case, Moks uc should be interpreted as having lost the nasal, although, 
more naturally, unj could be regarded as an epenthetic form of an original *uc. For 
more detail, see s.v. unj3. 


158 The connection of Arm. ganjak with Skt. vaksána "Bauch, Hóhlung, Eingeweide', 
proposed by Petersson (1916: 247-248), is uncertain (cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 487), but 
perhaps not impossible. One may hypothetically derive Skt. vaksdnd from substr. *u(a)n$"-s- 
and connect it to PArm. *uanj-(ö)i, obl. *unj-, which has developed into Arm. ganj, u- and 
i-stem ‘store, treasury, buried treasure; belly, entrails, interior’, and unj “bottom, depth; buried 
treasure, store, barn’, respectively. Since the -ak of Arm. ganjak points to an Iranian loan, this 
word can be seen as a back-loan into Armenian. 


2. ASPECTS OF HISTORICAL GRAMMAR 


In the following, I shall provide a comprehensive overview of various features 
resulting from the individual discussions in Part 1. 


2.1 PHONOLOGY 


2.1.1 PIE *e> Arm. a 


Hübschmann (1899: 46) points out that in Arm. vat'sun ‘sixty’ vs. vec‘ ‘six’, vasn 
‘for, because’ vs. Gr. Zort, and tasn ‘ten’ vs. Gr. óéka, IE Ze yielded a “unter 
unbekannten Umständen”. But the Iranian origin of vasn cannot be doubted (see 
HAB 4: 309-310). It has been assumed that *e lowers to a before a syllable 
containing -u- (for a further discussion, including references, see Clackson 1994: 
126-127, 159, 206;,). Kortlandt (1994a: 255-256; 1996a: 57 = 2003: 100-101, 118; 
see also Beekes 2003: 156) rejects the rule in view of heru “last year’ < *peruti, and 
explains the numerals vat'sun and tasn by assuming an analogical zero-grade taken 
from the ordinals. For a further discussion, see Greppin 1980a. Note also awri-ord 
‘virgin, young girl’, if one can assume the latter is related to Urart. euri ‘lord’ (see 
s.v.). Further, see Gayseryan 1990: 85. 
On substratum fluctuation *-e/a-, see s.vv. kamurj ‘bridge’ and pal ‘rock’. 


2.1.2 PIE *e> Arm. e or i before the sibilants § and Z 


Arm. giser ‘night’ vs. Lat. vesper, OCS vecerv, etc.; Arm. iZ, i-stem ‘viper’ vs. Gr. 
ıç, Skt. dhi-, YAv. azi-, etc.; es ‘donkey’ vs. Lat. equus ‘horse’ etc. In these 
examples, the rise of e to i is explained by the following palatals: š and zZ (see 
Pedersen 1905: 205 = 1982: 67; Bonfante 1937: 27; de Lamberterie 1978: 264-266). 
This development may be related to that of *med"-io- > Arm. méj, cf. Lat. medius 


“mid, middle’. For more detail, see s.vv. giser ‘night’, e$ ‘donkey’ and iz ‘viper’ . 


2.1.3 PIE *o > Arm. a 


This development may be formulated as follows: the unstressed *o in initial *Ho-, 
*so-, *po- becomes a in open syllables unless it was followed by a syllable 
containing another *o or, as Kortlandt 1983: 10 adds, by the reflex of *w. For a 
discussion and literature I refer to Grammont 1918: 223f; Bonfante 1975; Kortlandt 
1980: 105; 1983: 10; 1985b: 9 (= 2003: 32, 40, 58); Jahukyan 1983a; 1990a: 3-6; 
Morani 1994. 

Of words that may be relevant for this issue note e.g. ali-k‘ ‘waves’, asr ‘fleece’, 
hac ‘i ‘ash-tree’ (see s.vv.). 

A fluctuation between o and a seems to be found in words of substratum 
(Mediterranean) origin, e.g. in some animal designations: 
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Arm. lor ‘quail’ vs. Gr. Aápoç m. ‘sea-mew, gull’, Aapic, -röog f. “id.’; 

Arm. kor and *kor-c ‘scorpion’, ‘animal with a crooked body-part’ vs. karic 
‘scorpion’ < *karid-ia, cf. Gr. xapic, -i/ióog ‘Crustacea’ vs. Kovpis, Kopig ‘id.’. Note 
the element *-id- seen in both sets of words (Aapic, -ido¢ and Kapic, -i/ióoc). 

Compare also Gr. zépdadic vs. mopdadic f. ‘leopard’. 

Another possible example is Lat. columba f. ‘dove, pigeon’ vs. Arm. salamb, a- 
stem ‘francolin’ (q.v.). 


2.1.4 PIE *pe- : *po- > Arm. he- : o- 


A clear example of this distribution is het : ot ‘foot’? from *ped- and *pod-, 
respectively. Ačatyan (AécarLiak 6, 1971: 519-520) argues against this rule, 
mentioning holani ‘uncovered’ and ho? ‘earth, soil’ as counter-examples. On the 
latter words, see s.vv. 


2.1.5 PIE *Hoi- or *Hy- > Arm. ay- 


Discussing the vocalic problem of Arm. aytnum ‘to swell’ vs. Gr. oidéw ‘to swell’ 
etc., Meller (1894: 153) points to *ai- seen in Lat. aemidus ‘swollen’. The latter 
probably reflects *A;eid-sm- [Schrijver 1991: 38]. However, a full-grade "he: 
would yield Arm. ha- (2.1.16.1). According to Kortlandt (2003: 32, 40, 42-43; see 
also Beekes 2003: 158, 182), PIE *Hoi- developed into Arm. ay-; cf. aygi, ayt, ayc‘. 
I accept his view on the loss of the initial laryngeal before *-o-. As to the 
development *Hoi- > ay-, I alternatively propose to derive these words from zero- 
grade proto-forms (see also Greppin 1988: 184; Beekes 1991: 242) through the 
following scenario. 

Originally, Arm. ayt ‘cheek’ may have been an s-stem neuter (cf. Gr. oido¢ etc.; 
see s.v.) of PD declension: NSg */;óid-os, GSg. *hzid-és-s > PArm. *oit-, *ajt- 
(with analogical -i- after the nominative). Subsequently, the oblique stem was 
generalized. This analysis may be corroborated by amp ‘cloud’, bark ‘lightning’, 
etc.; see s.vv. and 2.2.2.1. 

See also s.vv. aygi ‘vineyard’, ayc ‘goat’, and ayc ' ‘visit, inspection’. 


2.1.6 PIE *j- > Arm. zero 


Since a sound change *k"- > Arm. zero is untenable (if not impossible), and the 
development *i- > Arm. j- or j- (for references and discussion and/on the theory of 
*Hi- see Pisani 1950: 180-182; Minshall 1955; Winter 1965: 113-114; Polomé 
1980: 20; Beekes 1981-82: 113; Ravnes 1991: 64-68; Alabekyan 1998: 71-79) is 
not convincing either, one should posit PIE *i- > Arm. zero; Arm. ur ‘where, where 
to’ (interrog.), ‘wherever’, o-, interrogative indefinite pronoun; also o-r ‘which’, o-v 
‘who’ (see s.v.v) should be derived from PIE *;- rather than *K"- forms: PIE *io-, cf. 
Skt. yá- ‘who, which’ etc.; note Pol. jak ‘how’ beside Russ. kak ‘how’ (Pisani 1950: 
181; Kortlandt 1983: 11; 1997: 7; 1998 = 2003: 41, 120, 122-124; Weitenberg 1986: 
91; Beekes 2003: 162; cf. also Clackson 1994: 52; Olsen 1999: 50). 

This view may be corroborated by two etymologies of mine: eg, i- or a-stem 
‘female’ < PArm. *eig-i- < *(y)eyw-i- < QIE "ieus-i(e)h;- or *ieus-it-; ors, o-stem 
‘hunt; animal for hunting? « QIE (substratum) *iork-o- ‘deer, roe’; see s.vv. 

Further, see s.vv. du, obl. je- ‘you’, ju ‘egg’. 
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2.1.7 PIE *j- > Arm. l- 


Examples: leard ‘liver’ vs. Skt. yakrt etc.; luc ‘yoke’ vs. Skt. yuga-, Lat. iugum, etc. 

Different explanations have been offered for these words (see s.vv.) Hamp 
(1982: 191) assumes / < [A] < *[j] < "an unspectacular phonetic sequence 
known from current attestation in dialects of a number of languages". 

The alternation *i- : */- is reminiscent of the possible correlation seen in 
designations of ‘elephant? (see  Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 524-525; 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 176-177). 

In some Armenian dialectal words, we see an initial /- instead of y-, cf. ystak 
‘pure’ > Mus listag, hiwsem ‘to weave’ (q.v.) > Larabat lüsil, yesan ‘whetstone’ > 
Alaskert, Mus, Sasun /esan. In some cases, contamination is possible. For Larabat 
lüsil, Acatyan (HAB 3: 101b) assumes contamination with PIE *plek- ‘to weave’. 
Mus Jistag may be due to the influence of loys ‘light’. On the whole, however, a 
phonetic explanation seems more reasonable. It is remarkable that, in all cases, the 
first following consonant is the sibilant -s-. Thus, we may be dealing with a sound 
change of the type y...s > /...s, which is younger and is hardly related to the cases 
seen in /eard and luc. 

With this hypothetical sound development in mind, one can consider the 
following possible example: dial. */iz ‘female buffalo’, in Van [Acarean 1913: 423a] 
and Moks [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 225b]. NPI /iz-n-ir is attested in a Moks version 
of the famous folk-song “Camt‘el” (see Sahpazean 1913: 26" and footnote 3). The 
plural ending -ner (Van and Satax) : -nir (Moks) presupposes an older NSg form 
with -n (see Acaryan 1952: 108; M. Muradyan 1962: 85; M. Muradyan 1982: 139); 
cf. Van/Satax yezner, Moks iznir, the plural of yez (Moks iz) « ClArm. ezn 
‘bullock’. This implies that the older nominative form of the word under discussion 
would have been *lezn. One wonders, then, if */ez-n ‘buffalo’ is identical with the 
synonymous by-form *ye/iz < ClArm. ezn ‘bullock’. Typologically, compare the 
above-mentioned ystak, which is represented in Mus by two forms next to each 
other: h’istag and listag (see Batdasaryan-T‘ap‘alc‘yan 1958: 266a). Note that here, 
too, the following consonant is a sibilant, although in this case it is a voiced one. 


2.1.8 PIE *u 


The treatment of PIE *u has been subject of extensive discussion in the last two 
decades: Grammont 1918: 225; Pisani 1950: 185-186; Atabekyan 1981; 1981a; 
Godel 1982a; Olsen 1986; Morani 1991; Ravnes 1991: 76-86; 1998: 52-71; 
Kortlandt 1993 — 2003: 102-105; Manaster Ramer/Michalove 2001. 

According to Pedersen (1905: 196 — 1982: 58), the intervocalic *-w- "erscheint 
als arm. v wo es auslautend geworden ist, sonst aber als g". Note that govem 1s 
irrelevant since it is an Iranian loan (see s.v.). For different aspects concerning this 
phoneme see s.vv. anjaw ‘cave’, arew/g ‘sun’, cung ‘knee’, kov ‘cow’, haraw 
‘south’, harawunk' ‘arable land’, hoviw ‘shepherd’, etc. 
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2.1.9 Nasals 


In two cases, we find Arm. m from PIE *n-: Arm. merk ‘naked’ : Skt. nagna- 
‘naked’, Lith. nuogas ‘naked’, etc.; Arm. magil ‘claw’ : Gr. övv£, -vyog m. ‘talon, 
claw, nail’, OHG nagal ‘nail’, etc. (see 2.1.17.3). Since, in both cases, the PIE root 
contains a labiovelar, it is tempting to assume its assimilatory influence on the initial 
nasal: PIE *neg"-no- > *n"eg"no- > *mekn- > merk (influence of lerk ‘hairless; 
smooth’?). Note especially YAv. mayna- ‘naked’. The etymological details 
concerning these words are uncertain, however. 

Moks *mzlawil, next to *nzwatil, is probably due to contamination of *muz ‘fog’ 
and nualim ‘to become dim; to faint, swoon, grow weak’ (Bible+; in dialects also 


*nlawil); see s.v. *muz ‘fog’. 


2.1.10 PIE *s > Arm. h 


This sound change (see Greppin 1975a; Jahukyan 1982: 39-40; Beekes 2003: 169) 
has taken place in Armenian, Greek, Iranian, Phrygian, Lycian (and also in 
Brythonic Celtic) [Szemerényi 1985; Clackson 1994: 53-54]. 

For the loss of internal *-s-, see Viredaz 2000, as well as the discussion of ariwn 
‘blood’. 


2.1.11 PIE *-Ns- > Arm. -s (N = any nasal) 


Examples: amis ‘month’ vs. Lat. mensis, Gr. ujv, Skt. mäs-, etc.; is ‘me’ (acc.) next 
to gen. im, dat. inj : *h,me-; mis ‘meat’ vs. OCS meso ‘flesh, meat’, Goth. mimz 
‘meat’, etc.; us ‘shoulder’ vs. Gr. duoc, Lat. umerus, Skt. ámsa-, etc. 

All the forms of Armenian (ClArm., MidArm. and all the dialects) regularly 
participate in this pre-Classical development (for the relative chronology, see 
Kortlandt 1980: 101 = 2003: 29). Therefore, the Agulis form yons seems to be 
particularly important (see s.v. us *shoulder"). 

For a later period, one finds evidence for -n&‘ > -S. 

Davt'yan (1966: 62, cf. 425) posits a sound change rt‘ > Larabat 5, giving only 
one example: matnasurt'n ‘a suppurative swelling on one's finger-tip’ > monnásos. 
This sound development is improbable. Next to matnasurt'n (lit. ‘finger-lip/edge’; 
attested in “BzSkaran” apud NHB 2: 215a, preserved in Van matisurt^), there is a 
dialectal (Mus, Karin, T‘iflis, etc.) equivalent *matnasunc‘, lit. ‘finger-breath’ (see 
Amatuni 1912: 465a). Aéaryan (1913: 759a) derives Larabal monnásos from this 
compound. Alternatively, Larabat mannásos may be linked with Agulis mtnásorz 
etc., with Surf ‘around’ as the second member (on this, see HAB 3: 539b): 
*matnasurj > *mtnáso(r)Z > Larabat mannásos. 

Another example of the sound change -nc‘ > -š is Astuacasund‘ ‘Bible’ > 
Aslanbek asvajasüs [HAB 3: 535b]. 

The sound change is more transparent when -nč“ is followed by another 
consonant; cf. examples from Metri [Alayan 1954: 84], among which baresna from 
*brinc -n- *snowball-tree', cf. also Larabat présna (unless one prefers to link it with 
Lazax, Laradat, Agulis *bros-, see 1.5 and especially 1.12.1). 
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2.1.12 The ruki-rule 


On vestasan ‘sixteen’ vs. vec‘ ‘six’, and arj ‘bear’, Meillet (1898: 280-281,) writes: 
“L’ancienne prononciation chuintante de arm. c issu de i.-e. ks (ks des dialectes 
orientaux), établie par vestasan, est attestée aussi par arj ‘ours’, cf. skr. rksas, gr. 
ápxcoc; la prononciation chuintante n'a été éliminée que postérieurement au passage 
de la sourde à la sonore aprés r”. Pedersen (1905: 208; 1906: 432 = 1982: 70, 210; 
see also AcarLiak 6, 1971: 560-561) rejects this explanation and derives arj from 
*rksio-, introducing also aj ‘right’ vs. Gr. äčıoç ‘worth’. Similarly, he (1906: 413 = 
1982: 191) explains Arm. -rs- in ¢‘ars- and gars (q.v.) as having resulted from *-rsi-, 
cf. Skt. t/syati and hrsyati, respectively. Meillet (1950: 85-86; cf. also 1900c: 316; 
1936: 39-40) accepts *-rsi- > -rs-, but is sceptical about *-ksio- > -j-, since there is 
no trace of *-i- in the cognates of the word for ‘bear’, and aj has a better etymology 
(see s.v.). Note that the PIE word for ‘bear’ contained *-rk- rather than *-ks-. Tabu 
(see 2.1.36) and/or contamination (cf. arjn ‘black’) may have played a role in Arm. 
arj as well. 

The explanation of -rš- in t‘ars- and garš- from *-rsi- seems unconvincing and 
unnecessary. In what follows, I shall try to explain these and other cases by means of 
the well-known ruki-rule. 

Let us sum up the evidence. The first case, namely vestasan ‘sixteen’ < *sueks- 
d(e)km vs. vec* ‘six’ < *sueks, is practically the only example of the ruki-rule in 
Armenian commonly cited in Indo-European literature. Also, the following two 
words, t 'arsam and garsim, have played some role in relevant discussions: 

*t‘ářam (adj.) : *t'arSam-ém(i) (verb) ‘to wither’; for a philological discussion, 
see S.V.; 

jar vs. garSim (see above and s.v.); note that the IE source for gars- is verbal, 
thus the Armenian noun gars must be analogical after the verb garsim ‘to 
abominate, be disgusted’. 

golorsi, -ea-c' ‘vapour, steam’, if from QIE *uol-HuVrs-ieh;- ‘warm vapour’ (cf. 
Hitt. uarsa- ‘fog, mist’, Gr. &&pon ‘dew’, etc.) > PArm. *wol-a(w)orsiya-; see s.v. 
gol ‘warmish, lukewarm; warmth’. 

giser ‘night’ vs. Gr. éozepoc, Lat. vesper, Lith. vakaras, OCS večer», etc. on the 
one hand, and Welsh ucher < *ewksero-, Bulg. dial. (Vinga) uscer, on the other; 
perhaps contaminated with the other synonymous word: Y Av. *xsapar-, Skt. ksáp-, 
Hitt. ispant- ‘night’, etc.), thus: *ueksepero- > PArm. *we(k)se(w)ero- > *geisero- > 
giser. 

moS(-) ‘blackberry’, mos-i ‘bramble, blackberry-bush’ vs. mor, mor-eni ‘id.’, Gr. 
uopov n. ‘black mulberry; blackberry’, uopéa, -éņ f. *mulberry-tree, Morus nigra’, 
Lat. morum, 1, n. ‘fruit of the black mulberry’, morus, i, f. ‘black mulberry-tree’, cf. 
Gr. uópov ‘black mulberry; blackberry’, uopéa, -éy ‘mulberry-tree, Morus nigra’, 
Lat. morum ‘fruit of the black mulberry’, morus "black mulberry-tree’, etc.; the form 
mo(r)s is mostly found in derivatives (mos-a-vayri in Jeremiah 17.6, mos-i, etc.) and 
probably points to the tree/plant-name *mors-i- derived from PArm. *mor-s-iehz- 
(see also s.vv.). 
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cir ‘dried fruit’ (only in a medieval glossary), C‘or ‘dry’ (Bible+) vs. Gr. égpóg 
‘dry; withered, lean; fasting’ (see s.v.); 

uši, *ho/usi probably ‘storax-tree’ and ‘holm-oak’, if from QIE *h3ek-s-ieh - (cf. 
Gr. 6éva, -n “beech; spear’, Erzamordvin uks(o) ‘elm, ash’, etc.) or *HoHks- from 
* HoHs- (cf. Lith. uosis ‘ash-tree’ etc.) > PArm. *ho(k)siya- > *hosi, and *u(K)stya- 
> usi (see s.v.). 

The rule did not operate in Arm. *-rs- < PIE *-rk-, cf. hars-n ‘bride’ from *prk-; 
see also s.vv. ors ‘hunt-animal’, p 'esay ‘bridegroom’, etc. 

Conclusion 

On the strength of the presented evidence, I tentatively reformulate the ruki-rule 
in Armenian as follows: PIE *-s- following *k or Sr yields Arm. -5- in post-apocopic 
internal pretonic or initial (or, simply, in the non-final) positions. In other words, in 
these positions, *-rs- and *(-)ks- yield Arm. -(r)š- and -(k)s- [in the initial position: 
é‘-], respectively, in contrast with -7- and -c - in the remaining positions. 


Comparable data from dialects 


harsanik' ‘wedding’ > Nor Naxijewan and Sivrihisar hasnik'. N. Mkrté‘yan (1995: 
210) considers this as one of the isoglosses shared by the dialects of Nor Naxijewan 
and Sivri-Hisar. Both are supposed to have migrated from Ani. One must also add 
Haéon hasnik‘ (also has[n]uk ‘little bride") [Gasparyan 1966: 50], Sebastia hasnik ' 
and other derivatives, such as hasn-uk etc. [Gabikean 1952: 329], C'aharmahal 
hasnik‘ [Eremean 1923: 79a] and rural Jula hasnik‘ [HAB 3: 62b]. Remarkably, 
hars(n) ‘bride’ does not display the development rs > (r)s in the forms recorded in 
HAB 3: 62b. C'aharmahal has hays and has [Eremean 1923: 79a], and the latter is 
obviously analogical after hasnik' *wedding'. Thus, the distribution seems to be as 
in the ruki-rule for ClArm., which seems to have operated only in initial or internal 
position. 

We thus find the reflex of the ruki-rule in this word in the following areas: NW — 
Nor Naxijewan and Sivri-Hisar (both probably from Ani) : SW — Haéon, Sebastia : 
SE — C‘aharmahal, rural Jula (migrated from the Ayrarat region). One might assume 
that the operation of the ruki-rule continued in a certain area. Otherwise, we are 
dealing with a more recent comparable development. Compare also the distribution 
of the development VrV- > SH in Nor Naxijewan, Sivri-Hisar, and Haéon (see s.v. 
erek‘ ‘three’). 

Note also hangoyc‘ ‘knot’ : *hangu(r)st > Sebastia hankust (see Gabikean 1952: 
329). 


2.1.13 Loss of intervocalic *-t- 


Alongside well-known examples, such as hayr ‘father’ < PIE *ph»ter, mayr ‘mother’ 
< *meh>tér etc., this development is also seen in a non-IE word with an i-stem: sayl, 
‘wagon; Ursa Major and Minor, Arcturus’ vs. Hesychian odtidda metas tò &ovpov 
(see s.v.), as was pointed out by Jahukyan (1987: 346). 
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2.1.14 The absence of palatalization 


PIE labiovelars have been palatalized in Armenian before front vowels. The 
exceptions may be explained by the restoration of the velar or other circumstances, 
such as the preceding nasal (as in hing ‘five’ < PIE *penk"e), etc. [Kortlandt 1975 = 
2003: 10-12; Beekes 2003: 176-179]. 

An interesting case is gelj-k‘ ‘glands’ from PIE *g”"elg"-; cf. Russ. železá etc. 
Beekes (2003: 177) writes: “The velar is not palatalized; was it taken from the zero 
grade?". More probably, we are dealing with a restoration of the velar occlusive 
caused by dissimilation; in other words, the palatalization of the velar occlusive was 
blocked by the presence of a palatal *g” in the root (see Meillet 1905-06: 243-245; 
HAB 1: 535; Aéatyan 1952: 79; Jahukyan 1967: 196; 1982: 21675; Kortlandt 1975: 
43-44 = 2003: 10-11)'°°. 

If related with Skt. kastka- ‘Ichneumonweibchen’ or ‘weasel’ and kdsa- ‘weasel’, 
ak'is ‘weasel’ derives from *Hkek-ih;- and shows a similar depalatilazion: *k - k > 
k‘ - s instead of č“ - s. 

The rule seems also to function with the affricates originated from palatalization 
of dentals, cf. Arm. gé, o-stem ‘moist’ (Bible+; several dialects) from QIE 
*9'""cid'-io-, cf. Russ. Zidkij etc. ‘liquid, watery’ (unless one assumes o-grade form 
for Armenian). In the light of this example, I propose to derive Arm. dial. *kec-i 
‘birch’ (q.v.) from QIE *g"et-iV-, cf. Lat. betula ‘birch’, Welsh bedwen ‘id.’, etc. 
(from PIE *g"etu- ‘resin’, cf. Skt. jatu- n. ‘lac, gum’ etc.). 

The absence of palatalization may be due to the onomatopoetic nature of certain 
words. A probable example is *get-, geł-geł- ‘to sing’ (P'awstos Buzand, 
Hexaemeron, etc.) from PIE *g"el-, cf. OIc. gala ‘to call, sing’, OHG galan ‘to 
sing’, etc. Compare Arm. dial. onomatopoetic *gl-gl-, referring to water or laughing 
(see Amatuni 1912: 135a; Acarean 1913: 232b). 

Arm. mak'i ‘ewe’ is perhaps of onomatopoetic origin (see Olsen 1999: 808). 
Arm. gerdastan, a-stem ‘body of servants and captives; possessions; estate, landed 
property’ (Bible+) has been derived from PIE *g"erd"-, cf. Skt. grhá- m. ‘house, 
residence’ (RV+), YAv. garaóa- m. ‘house of daevic beings’, Goth. gards m. 
‘house, housekeeping’, etc. The absence of palatalization of the initial guttural is 
unexplained; one may treat the Armenian form as an Iranian loanword. 

Further see s.v.v. keam ‘to live’, ker- ‘to eat’, kin ‘woman, wife’, kiw ‘tree pitch’. 


2.1.15 Stops 

The PIE (labio)velars yield palatovelars in Armenian in a position after the vowel *u 
(see Meillet 1892a). This holds also for the secondary *u which has resulted through 
anticipation (or metathesis) of the labial element of a labiovelar (see 2.1.27.1). For a 
further discussion and references, see s.vv. alawsunk' ‘Pleiades’, acut ‘coal’, araws 


15? A&aryan (1906-08; AéatLiak 6, 1971: 542; 1952: 79-80) adduced some dialectal parallels 
to this dissimilatory development: /(rJalac -k' *water-mill > Aslanbek K'adask ^; c ‘orek ‘Sabt ‘i 
‘Wednesday’ > Van k"órók?ospát' and c órók"ospát'. He assumes that the palatals 7 and č“ 
have turned into their velar correspondent k‘ through dissimilatory influence of š. However, 
an assimilatory influence of -k - seems more likely and simpler (an alternative mentioned but 
rejected by Aéaryan himself). 
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‘virgin soil’, awcanem ‘to anoint’, awj ‘snake’, *boyc-, bucanem ‘to feed’, boys 
‘plant’, Joys ‘light’, luc ‘yoke’. 


2.1.16 Initial *H- 


2.1.16.1 PIE *HV- (H = any laryngeal, V = any vowel) 


Meillet (1936: 38) did not operate with PIE laryngeals and therefore treated the 
initial Armenian A- vs. the vocalic anlaut in PIE as secondary. Similarly sceptical is 
Benveniste (1969, 1: 224) who treats the initial h- of Arm. han ‘grandmother’ and 
haw 'grandfather', albeit corresponding to Hitt. h-, as “une aspiration secondaire due 
à un phénoméne récent". 

As has been noticed first by Austin (1942: 22-23), the initial h- of Arm. han 
‘grandmother’, haw ‘grandfather’, hoviw ‘shepherd’ etc. alongside the Hittite 
equivalents should be treated as a direct reflex of PIE laryngeals. This view has been 
advocated and developed by a number of scholars: Winter 1965: 102-103; Jahukyan 
1967b: 66; 1994: 14; Greppin 1973; 1981c: 120-121; Polomé 1980; Kortlandt 1983: 
12-15; 1984; Beekes 1988: 76; 2003: 179-183; etc. According to Kortlandt (ibid.), 
*h,e- and *h;e- yielded Arm. ha- and ho-, respectively, whereas any laryngeal 
followed by *-o- has been dropped. I studied the problems of Armenian laryngeals 
and the initial aspiration in the classical language as well as in Eastern peripheral 
dialects such as Larabat and Goris in my unpublished master thesis, H. Martirosyan 
1991. 

Nowadays, a number of Indo-Europeanists still treat the Armenian evidence with 
reservation (see Lindeman 1982: 17-18; 1987: 34; Mayrhofer 1986: 132142, 141; 
Szemerényi 1996: 126) or do not mention it at all, considering the Hittite /- to be the 
only consonantal reflex of the PIE laryngeals, e.g. Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 203, 
206; Schmitt (Smitt) 1988: 23; etc. 

For an overview and a discussion of the problem, see Winter 1965; Greppin 
1975b; 1988; Polomé 1980. See further s.vv. hayc em ‘to ask, supplicate, demand’, 
han ‘grandmother’, hask ‘ear of corn’, hat ‘grain’, harawunk' ‘sowing, sowing-field, 
arable land’, haw ‘grandfather’, *haw- ‘river’ (see s.v. getar-), hoyn ‘cornel’, hoviw 
‘shepherd’ and hot ‘smell, odour’. In some cases, traces of h- can be found in later 
literature and dialects, see e.g. s.vv. and ‘cornfield’, arawr ‘plough’, etc. 

The absence of an expected initial h- in some cases may be due to time 
constructions with z- and y-, and generalization of the zero-grade of the oblique 
stem; see e.g. s.vv. Soit. ‘darkness, twilight’, ayg ‘morning’, ayc ' ‘visit, inspection’, 
etc. 

The assumption that Arm. x- and &- are other reflexes of the PIE laryngeals is 
untenable. An example is Arm. ozni ‘hedgehog’, which has dialectal by-forms with 
initial k- and x-: kozni, xozni. It has been suggested that the anlaut of these forms 
reflects an Indo-European laryngeal, which is lost everywhere. This is highly 
improbable since: (1) the regular outcome of *h,- and *h;- is Armenian h-; (2) Gr. 
&yivoc shows that we are dealing with */;- which is regularly lost even in Armenian 
and Anatolian; (3) the solution can be much simpler: I think the initial k- and x- are 
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due to contamination with other “culturally” related animal names, namely kuz 
‘marten’ and xoz ‘pig’, cf. English hedgehog : hog. 


2.1.16.2 PArm. *(h)o- > dial. fo- 


In a few ClArm. words with initial o- or ho- one finds dialectal forms with *fo-: 
(h)ogi ‘soul; spirit’, hot ‘earth, ground’, hot ‘smell’, hor ‘pit’, ort‘ ‘calf’, ors ‘hunt’ 
(see H. Muradyan 1982: 267-276). One may add hoyn ‘cornel’. 

Aéaryan (2003: 106-107) notes that this development occurs in monosyllables 
and is conditioned by the vowel o. He (AtarHLPatm 2, 1951: 411) correctly derives 
the form *fort‘ ‘calf (see s.v. ClArm. ort‘ *calf) from *hort‘. 

H. Muradyan (ibid., espec. 274-275) assumes the opposite direction (o- > vo- > 
fo-), explicitly referring to the devoicing process. It is not clear, however, why this 
process took place in a few words only and did not affect otn ‘foot’, orj ‘male’ and 
many others. Also, the reason of this devoicing and its distribution are unclear. If 
one tries to relate this initial devoicing to the consonant shift b/d/g > p/t/k, then it 
would be unclear why the development o- > vo- > fo- occurred in a dialect such as 
Ararat which does not show consonant shift, and why this would not happen to Van, 
Larabat and others, which did participate in the consonant shift. It is remarkable that 
ort‘ ‘calf? yielded Kak‘avaberd ho/urt‘ in three villages and vaert‘ only in Agarak, 
whereas Agarak systematically displays the consonant shift, i.e. devoicing (see H. 
Muradyan 1967: 65-67). 

Of the cited examples, two go back to PIE */15e- (hot ‘smell’, hoyn ‘cornel’), one 
probably to *io- (ors ‘hunt, game), one to *po- (ort' ‘calf? vs. ordi ‘sun etc.’), and 
the rest are etymologically uncertain. In view of reliable cases which do not display 
Jo- forms in dialects such as ot(n) ‘foot’ < PIE *pod-, etc., and, in particular, ordi < 
PIE *porti-o- (etymologically related with ort‘ ‘calf?), I assume that the 
development o- > vo- > fo- has taken place only in words with old ho- (from *h3e-, 
perhaps also *jo-?) and did not affect those with o- from PIE *po-, * Ho-, *so-). 

An exception is ort‘ ‘calf? (dial. *hort‘ and *fort‘). Since the etymologically 
related ordi (< PIE *porti-o-) does not have an aspirated -7‘, nor appears with ho- or 
fo- in dialects, I suggest to examine the problem of *h/fort‘ within the context of the 
uspirated -t‘, see s.v. ort‘. See also s.v. hot ‘earth’. 

Among other cases, note hog ‘pain, grief; care’ (Bible) > *fog, ogi and hog-i 
‘spirit, soul’ (both Bible+) > *fogi [H. Muradyan 1982: 268f] vs. the etymologically 
related hov ‘cold’, with no fo-forms. Whatever the ultimate origin of these words (cf. 
also hewam ‘to breathe heavily’), the absence of fo-forms in the case of hov is easily 
explained by labial dissimilation (see Acaryan 2003: 106-107). These words 
possibly derive from *peu-, cf. Lith. püsti ‘to blow’, etc. (see HAB 3: 89-90). The 
form ogi would not display fo-forms for two reasons: (1) it is disyllabic; (2) its 
anlaut would be *po-; cf. the cases otn ‘foot’? and ordi ‘son’ never displaying 
fo-forms. One can assume that hog and hogi obtained the h- from the verb hewam, 
and this secondary ho- yields fo- in relevant dialects. Note that the etymology is not 
yet well established, and hog is semantically remote. 
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I conclude that the original distribution is as follows: PIE *po- > Arm. o- (not 
ho-) vs. PArm. *ho- (from e.g. PIE *h3e-) > fo-. Cases with *po- > fo- like (h)ort‘ 
‘calf? are exceptional/uncertain and may be explained by analogical processes, see 
e.g. s.v. ort‘ ‘calf’. 

For a phonetic discussion of the development ho- > fo-, I would like to mention a 
unique case of the same development h > fin auslaut'®: Arm. srah ‘hall’ (Bible) > 
Zeyt'un soyof, sorof, vs. srah in Larabat, Ararat, etc., and srax in Mus, Moks, 
Salmast, etc. [HAB 4: 281-282], of which Aécaryan (2003: 108, 338) offers no 
explanation. Since the only dialect showing the development is Zeyt'un, where, 
unlike in the other dialects, the vowel -a- regularly yielded -2-, one can reconstruct 
the following development: srah > Zeyt'un *sroh > soy/rof. Here again, the sound 
change h > f may be conditioned by the neighbouring labial vowel 9, which, in this 
case, precedes the -h. Note, however, many counter-examples in Acaryan 2003: 108. 


2.1.17 Prothetic vowel 


2.1.17.1 Preliminaries 

The so-called “prothetic vowel", viz. Gr. å- (and ó-) : Arm. a-, and Gr. é- : Arm. e- 
vs. zero in other languages, is now interpreted as a vocalized reflex of PIE initial 
laryngeal followed by a consonant. It has been generally assumed that Armenian, as 
Greek, represents a triple reflex 7. 

For the material and discussion I refer to Audouin 1892; Meillet 1927; Bonfante 
1937: 19; Hovdhaugen 1968; Beekes 1975b: 428; 1991: 237; Considine 1978-79; 
Muller 1984; Olsen 1984; 1985; 1988-89; Peters 1986: 377-378; Beekes 1987b; 
Picard 1989; Ravnzs 1991: 16-26; as well as the literature cited in 2.1.16.1. See also 
under relevant entries. Here I would like to draw attention to some considerations. 
For discussion of dialectal data see Alayan 1958: 67-72. 


2.1.17.2 PIE *h ‚le/a- > Arm. IV- (V = any vowel) 

lanj, a-stem ‘breast’ (< ‘lungs) < QIE *h,Ing””-i(h,)-eh>-, cf. Gr. dote ‘small, 
short, mean, little’, £Aagpoc ‘light (in weight)’, OIc. lunga ‘lung’, etc.; 

lerk ‘hairless’, dial. ‘smooth’ : o-fork ‘smooth, polished’ vs. cf. MIr. lerg f. 
‘sloping expanse, plain, surface’ < *lerga, less-lergg ‘pasture’, Nlr. learg ‘a plain; 
field’, etc. (q.v.). 

If the etymology of /anj is correct, we may be dealing with PIE *A;/V- > Arm. 
IV-, in other words, loss of initial *h,- before *-/- + a vowel. The connection of 
lerk/o-tork with Celtic, albeit often met with scepticism, cannot be excluded. There 
Is no direct evidence for an initial laryngeal here. A PIE initial */-, however, yields 
Arm. [-, as is clear from loys ‘light’, lusin ‘moon’, etc. This implies that lerk : o-tork 
points to *Hle/org"”-. It is theoretically possible that */;/e-, with a front vowel in 
the root, yields Arm. *(a)/V-, whereas in the form with o-grade the shwa is not lost 


160 Typologically compare Alb. final -h > -fin many dialects (M. de Vaan, p.c.). 
161 Sceptical: Lindeman 1990. 
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and is assimilated to the root vowel. Compare Arm. orcam ‘to vomit’ < *orucam vs. 
Gr. &pevyouaı, from *h,reug-. For this assimilation, see below. 


2.1.17.3 PIE *h;NV- > PArm. *oNV- > *(u)m-V- 


As is well known, PIE initial *h3nV- yields Arm. *anV- (through *o > a in an open 
syllable), cf. anec-k' ‘curse’ vs. Gr. óveióog n. ‘reprimand, abuse’, Lith. niedeti ‘to 
despise’, etc. 

On the other hand, there are two words which, in my view, may point to a 
development PIE *4;NV- > PArm. *oNV- > *(u)m-V-, if the nasal is *m, whether 
original or secondary: 

Arm. még, o- or a-stem ‘mist, fog’ < *hameig"-o- or *hameig"-eh;-, cf. dial. 
*melim ‘to cloud’ vs. Gr. óu£yAg ‘fog’, OCS megla ‘mist, haze’, Lith. migla ‘fog’, 
Dutch dial. miggelen ‘to drizzle’. I do not subscribe to the theory that the Armenian 
word is an Iranian loan (see s.v. for a discussion). 

Arm. magil ‘claw’ vs. Gr. 6vvé, -vxog m. ‘talon, claw, nail’, OHG nagal ‘nail’, 
etc. Perhaps: QIE *h3nog"”"-dl-ehy (a coll. form, based perhaps on an old HD nom. 
*_öl, cf. s.vv. acut ‘coal’ and asein ‘needle’) > PArm. *onog”ula- > *on"ag"ul(a)- > 
*umagul, obl. *mag(u)l-á-, with the regular developments *oN- > uN- and -o- > -a- 
(on the latter, see 2.1.3). The shift *n > m may be due to assimilatory influence of 
the labiovelar in the following syllable, cf. Toch *mekwa ` A maku, B mekwa ‘nails’ 
(see Adams 1999: 467). A similar assimilation can also be seen in merk ‘naked’ vs. 
*neg"no-, perhaps also in mut‘n ‘dark; darkness’, if from PIE *nok"t- ‘night’ . 

The other Armenian reflex of the same PIE word, namely efungn ‘nail’, may be 
explained as follows: *A;nog""- > *onu(n)g"- > *(u)lung- (nasal dissimilation and 
loss of the pretonic vowel) > e-Zungn, with a regular e- prothesis before the initial 7-. 

This material seems to lead to the following tentative conclusion: (1) *h,IV- 
(where -V- is a non-labial vowel) > PArm. *-elV- > *ilV- > IV-; (2) *hym/n"V- > 
PArm. *omV- > *umV- > mV-. This evidence, together with the contrast between 
e.g. Arm. erek(-oy) ‘evening’ : Gr. &peßog, Goth. rigis, etc. (PIE *A;reg"-e/os-) and 
Arm. arew ‘sun’ : Skt. ravi- ‘sun, sun-god’, cf. Hitt. haruuanai- ‘to become bright, 
to dawn’ (PIE *h;reu-i-), may be treated in terms of the triple reflex of the 
laryngeals in Armenian. 


2.1.17.4 Prothetic vowel a- with a labial vowel in the root 


The vocalic reflex of the PIE initial laryngeal appears in Armenian as e- or a-. Note 
the contrast erek ‘evening’ : arew ‘sun’ above. In both cases, the root vowel is *-e-, 
and the reflexes of the laryngeals *h,- and *h;- are distinct. In contrast, the real 
prothetic vowel (that 1s, an initial vowel of no etymological value) is mostly e- if the 
root contains -a-, cf. e.g. erkan ‘hand-mill’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects) from 
PIE *g"r(e)h;-n-: Lith. girna ‘millstone’, OCS Zreny, cf. Skt. grávan- ‘pressing- 
stone’, etc.; efbayr ‘brother’ < PIE *p"reh;ter ‘id.’. This is corroborated by 
numerous Iranian loans, cf. Arm. erang ‘colour, dye’ (Bible+) vs. MPers. rang 
‘colour, dye’; further, erak, eram, eran-k‘, erasan, all from Iranian forms with initial 
r- (see HAB s.vv.). 
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On the other hand, the prothetic vowel is a- if the word contains a labial vowel or 
diphthong: 

aru *brook, etc.’ from PIE *sru- (cf. Greppin 1980a: 97, who assumes *e-ru- > a- 
ru, with “erratic *e > a") and arog- ‘to water, wet, sprinkle, irrigate’ from PIE 
*srou- ‘to strem, flow’; see s.v. Better attested is the variant orog(an)em, which, as 
well as oroc- ‘to chew, ruminate’ (cf. Skt. rddati ‘to gnaw, bite, scratch’, Lat. rodere 
‘to gnaw’) and orcam ‘to vomit’ (vs. Gr. &pevyouaı) can be explained by 
assimilation. Further: artasu-k‘ ‘tears’ from *draku- (q.v. Note also arawt 
“pasturing’ (q.v.). 

Here again, the same phenomenon can be observed in Iranian loans: aroyr, i-stem 
‘brass’ (Bible, Ephrem) from Iran. *röö, cf. MPers., NPers. roy ‘copper, brass’, Skt. 
loha- m. ‘reddish metal’, etc.; cf. also Georg. rvali ‘copper, brass’, which, according 
to Aéatyan (HAB 1: 331b), is borrowed from Armenian.'? 


Further: araws, araws ‘bustard’, if from Iran. *rüs.'° 


2.1.18 PIE *p/k + *H 


2.1.18.1 PIE *kH > Arm. x vs. *k> Arm. k‘; *KH > c‘ vs. *k>s 


Arm. xaxank' ‘loud laughter’ (Ephrem+) next to Skt. kakhati ‘to laugh’, Gr. 
Koxalo, OCS xoxotati ‘to laugh loudly’, and c'ax ‘branch’ (Geoponica, etc.; 
widespread in dialects) next to Skt. sakha- f. (RV+) ‘branch, twig’, are considered to 
represent PIE *K [Meillet 1894b: 294; 1936: 35; 1950: 78-83]. For a discussion on 
voiceless aspirates see Hiersche 1964; Greppin 1984a; Elbourne 2000. 

This view can hardly be maintained since the reconstruction of PIE aspirated 
unvoiced series is generally abandoned (see, however, Elbourne 2000). Also, the 
first example clearly has expressive character (see Bomhard 1979: 73; Beekes 1995: 
132, 139, 224). Greppin (1981b: 5) notes that the word is more likely to be 
onomatopoetic rather than from PIE *kh- or *kH-. 

Another onomatopoetic formation with -x- is baxem ‘to beat (said of breast, wave, 
etc.); to knock (at a door); to strike’, also reduplicated babax- (both Bible+); 
compare Laz and Megr. bax(-) ‘to beat’, as well as Russ. bac, babax(-), Engl. bang, 
etc., all of onomatopoetic origin (see s.v.). 

As to c'ax, which in some dialects (Larabal, Agulis, Lori, etc.) also has a form 
with Ak" instead of -x, we are rather dealing with the development *-kH- > Arm. -x-. 
The alternants c'ak' and c‘ax probably reflect nom. *-k-eh;- and gen. *-k-h>-0s, 
respectively (see s.v.). 

On *skH- > Arm. š see 2.1.22.3. 

The PIE palatovelar *, the regular outcome of which is Arm. *s, is sometimes 
reflected as c‘. In these cases scholars often posit an s-mobile, despite its absence in 
cognate forms. I alternatively propose to consider a sound change *kH > Arm. c. 


19? Greppin (1980a: 98) points out that the expected form is *e-r-. 

163 The rule seems in a way comparable with the dependence of the reflex of ClArm. ere- in 
the Juta dialect on the vowel of the third syllable, as is formulated by Ačatyan (1940: 56-57): 
ereCa- > (h‘)areCa- vs. ereCo/u- > (h‘)araCo/u-. 
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For discussion see s.vv. c‘ax ‘branch’ (assimilatory influence of x ?), c‘ac ‘low’, 
c 'ank/g ‘hedge, fence’, c 'awl(un) ‘stem, stalk’, c ir ‘onager, wild ass’, c ‘urt ‘cold’. 


2.1.18.2 PIE *tH and *pH 


A similar development may be posited for *tH and *pH, although the material is not 
conclusive; see s.vv. analut‘ ‘deer’, Corp Zb ‘fishing-basket’, yat‘ ‘broad’, ort‘ 
‘calf’, p ‘ul ‘fall, ruins’, as well as 2.2.2.6, and 2.3.1 (on the suffix -t 3. 


2.1.19 PIE *-uH(s)m > Arm. -ukn 


Kortlandt (1985b: 9 = 2003: 57; see also Beekes 2003: 196) derives Arm. jukn ‘fish’ 
and mukn ‘mouse’ from PIE AccSg *dg"uH-m and *muHs-m respectively (with loss 
of *-s- in mukn), assuming that “the laryngeal was oralized before the syllabic nasal" 
and is reflected as glottalic -k-. For literature and discussion of this problem, see 
Winter 1965: 104-105; Lindeman 1987: 98. Another possible case is, according to 
Kortlandt (1985b: 10-11; 1986: 42 — 2003: 58-59, 71), krunk 'crane' if it reflects a 
metathesized AccSg *gruHnm (cf. OHG krani/uh ‘id.’). 

Given that the material is scarce, and that the suffix -kn was widespread in OArm. 
(see 2.3.1), one may interpret jukn and mukn merely as *ju- + -kn and *mu(h)- + -kn. 
For krunk, see s.v. 

Kortlandt (2003: 59) points out that “the laryngeal was not oralized in *-iHm, as 
is clear from the original accusative min of mi one", 


2.1.20 PIE *-CHC- 


The development of the PIE internal laryngeals in Armenian is much debated, see 
Clackson 1994: 36-41, etc. 

Listing words of which some show -a- as a reflex of a laryngeal (e.g., arawr 
‘plough’ etc.) whereas the others (dustr ‘daughter’, armukn ‘elbow’, etc.) show a 
zero reflex, Greppin (1988: 75- 76) concludes: “I see no systematic explanation for 
this contradiction". Commenting on this conclusion, Lindeman (1989: 283) writes: 
“So we are left wondering whether arawr ‘must’ reflect IE. *A(e)rO-trom [= 
*h»(e)rhs-trom (HM)], or whether it might not rather be compared to Lat. aratrum" 
(with a reference to Meillet 1936: 32). But Lat. aratrum is based on the verb arare 
(see Schrijver 1991: 108). According to Lindeman (1982: 40-41), Lat. arare and the 
PArm. unattested *ara- may reflect an iterative in *-a- with zero grade in the root 
syllable: *ArH-eh;-ye-. 

According to Beekes (1988: 77; 2003: 192-193; see also Kortlandt 2003: 120), 
the laryngeal was vocalized in the first syllable and before a cluster. He explains the 
counter-example of harawunk ‘ ‘arable land’ (q.v.) as a result of analogy. There seem 
to exist more examples, however: haraw ‘south’ from *prHuo-; yolov ‘many’ and 
alawunk' ‘Pleiades’ from *p(o)Ih ju-; etc. (see s.vv.). For the assimilation involved in 
haraw, yolov and others, see 2.1.23. The rule of Beekes, then, can be reformulated as 
follows: the internal laryngeal was vocalized before a cluster and before a resonant, 
and was lost before a single stop. 
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See also s.vv. *and- ‘door-frame’, anjaw ‘cave’, armukn ‘elbow’, barti ‘poplar’, 
kardam ‘to call, recite’. 

Olsen (1999: 778, 808) assumes *-/h;C- > Arm. -oloC- when a labial *p or 
labiovelar *&" precedes the sonant. Her examples, however, are not convincing. The 
derivations of holov ‘rolling’ from *k"lh,-ti- (cf. Skt. cürti- ‘moving’) and yolov 
from the zero-grade *-p/h,b"i (cf. Skt. pürbhis ‘in Fülle") are doubtful because the 
internal laryngeal seems to regularly drop in the position before a stop (see above), 
and the developments *k"- > Arm. h- and *-h;ti- > Arm. -Vw- are uncertain. 

More probably, yolov reflects *polh u-s (cf. Gr. noAug ‘much’). The IE etymology 
of olorn ‘pea, been; globule’ (old heteroclitic *&"/h;-r-n- from *K"elh;- ‘to twist, 
turn’; see also op. cit. 139) combining with olor ‘twisting’ should be rejected since 
the plant-name certainly is a Semitic loan or Medit.-NEast. cultural word, and olor is 
probably of a different origin. Uncertain is also the interpretation of holonem ‘to 
collect, gather, assemble’ as a denominative from *p/hjno- ‘full’ since holon- is a 
later and poorly attested derivation from ClArm. hoy! ‘group’ (q.v.). 


2.1.21 PIE *k> Arm. š when followed by *-w- (or *-u-) 


The regular reflex of PIE *ku is considered to be Arm š, see s.vv. ēš ‘donkey’, sun 
‘dog’, etc., though next to this there are also examples with sk, viz. skesur ‘mother- 
in-law’, skund ‘dog’, q.v.; see Scheftelowitz 1904-05, 1: 290-292; Pedersen 1905: 
197-198; 1906: 422 = 1982: 59-60, 200); Lidén 1911; Grammont 1918: 252; Meillet 
1936: 50-51; Bonfante 1937: 21; Schmitt 1972-74: 40; Godel 1975: 84-85; 
Kortlandt 1976: 92, 96-97; 1980: 99, 104; 1986: 39; 1988: 72, 73; 1989: 45 = 2003: 
2, 6, 27-28, 31, 69, 84, 86, 89-90; Greppin 1978c: 119-122 (assuming a Luwian 
origin, cf. 1984: 92; for Luwian see Oshiro 1989; Oettinger 1994: 74-75); de 
Lamberterie 1978: 263, 263106 with references to older literature; Morani 1981: 5; 
Jahukyan 1982: 75, 218107; Ravnzs 1991: 166-168; Alabekyan 1998: 56-58; Beekes 
2003: 209, 211; Viredaz 2003: 6833. 

If one accepts the appurtenance of skund to the PIE word for ‘dog’ (cf. Arm. sun 
‘dog’) and the derivation of hask, i-stem ‘ear of corn’ from QIE */nek-u-ih;- (> 
PArm. *hask-i-, see s.v.), the following distribution could be assumed: PIE *ku and 
*Ku > Arm. š and sk, respectively. In this case, Arm. eS, o-stem and u-stem ‘ass’ may 
reflect an original PIE u-stem: *h jek-u. This is, however, highly hypothetical’™. 


2.1.22 Clusters 


2.1.22.1 PIE *-Ti- (T = any dental stop) 


According to Pedersen (1906: 396-397 = 1982: 174-175): *-ti- > -č -, *-di- > -c-, *- 
d'i- > -j-. This is shown e.g. by the following examples: 


164 Beside ClArm. hask ‘ear of corn’, the dialects of the Van group have *hask > xask, with an 
unexplained -s. If one accepts the developments PIE *ku > Arm. sk vs. *ku > š, the -š of 
*hask, unless due to influence of Pers. xüsa ‘ear of corn’, may be explained as follows: PIE 
nom. *h;ék-(&/o)u : gen. *hak-u-ös (and/or *hzek-u-ihz-) > PArm. *hasu vs. *(h)ask- > > hask 
and *hask. Of course, this is highly hypothetical, too. 
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gēj ‘moist’ < *g""e/oid"-io- vs. cf. Russ. Zidkij, SCr. Zídak, etc. ‘liquid, watery’; 
koc ‘em ‘to call, invite’ < g"ot-ie- vs. Goth. qipan etc.; mëi ‘middle’ < *med"-io- vs. 
Lat. medius etc.; see s.vv., as well as s.v. orocam ‘to chew, ruminate'. For more 
examples and discussion, see Jahukyan 1982: 60-62; Greppin 1993; Kortlandt 1994 
— 2003: 104-106. 

This sound development may also apply to PArm. affricates. See the following 
entry. 


2.1.22.2 PArm. *-ci- > -é-, *-ji > -j- 
Possible examples: koskocem < *koc-koc-em ‘to beat, break’ < *koc-koc-ie-mi, from 
koc- ‘to beat; to lament by beating one’s chest’, possibly a reduplicated present in o- 
grade with the present suffix *-ie- (see 2.2.6.1); 

Further, nom. *wanj-öi- > Arm. *ganj-u(i) < ganj, u-stem and i-stem ‘store, 
treasury, buried treasure; belly, entrails, interior’; gen. *unj-io- > unj ‘bottom, depth; 
buried treasure, store, barn’ (see 1.12.6). 


2.1.22.3 PIE *sk- > Arm. c‘-, PIE *skH- > Arm. š- 

Next to PIE *kH > Arm. x (2.1.18.1) and the well-known development PIE *sk > 
Arm. > c' (see Meillet 1987: 32; Beekes 2003: 198), one may also consider a sound 
change PIE *skH- > Arm. $-. For a discussion, see s.vv. xayt‘ ‘sting, bite’, sant‘ 
‘lightning, thunderbolt, spark’, se? ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’, šert ‘split wood, 
piece of wood, splinter’, sxa/ ‘mistake, failure; crime’, etc. 


2.1.22.4 PArm. *-cC- > -sC- 


Arm. kaskac ‘doubt, fear’ (Bible+; several dialects; in Larabat and Ararat: kackac) 
derives from *kac-kac, a reduplication of *kac-, probably found in karcem ‘to 
assume, doubt’ [HAB 2: 533-534]. The phonetic change -ck- > -sk is trivial and can 
help to reinterpret and understand some formations and etymologies. 

Ararat, Lori, C‘enkiler, Van pspl-al ‘to shine’, Ararat, Larabal pspt-in tal ‘to 
shine’ (see Acarean 1913: 929-930, without etymology). The root seems to be *po? 
‘fiery coal’ (Lrabal; see Acarean 1913: 919b), cf., perhaps, pał- ‘shine’ [HAB 4: 
13a, 14-15], p 'alp ‘atim, p‘ot(p‘ol)em ‘to shine’ [HAB 4: 476], and, perhaps, dial. 
*pl-pl-al ‘to shine’ (see Aëatean 1913: 914a). The first part of the compound, 
namely *ps-, may be identical with Ararat, Larabal, T‘iflis etc. *pec ‘spark’, cf. Van 
pc-ar ‘spark’) [Aéafean 1913: 908]; cf. also payc-ar ‘shiny, clear, splended’ 
(Bible+; dial.) [HAB 4: 17-18]. We arrive at *p(e/a)c-pot-. 

Compounds of this semantic sphere containing (almost) synonymous roots are 
common; cf. *kayc-u-pol-un (Larabat kacapstun [Aécarean 1913: 545a], Goris 
kacapu/otun [Margaryan 1975: 414a]) ‘fiery’, comprising kayc ‘spark’ and the very 


165 In view of Skt. asva- ‘horse’ > asvatard- ‘mule’, ‘a horse, the one of the two’, one could 
derive Arm. jori ‘mule’ from ji, o-stem ‘horse’: PArm. ji-yo- ‘horse’ + suffix -or-, or perhaps 
even *-for-, as in the above-mentioned Sanskrit form (note that *-oto- > -o- is regular in 
Armenian, cf. č ‘ork ‘ ‘four’ etc.) + the suffix -i which is frequent in animal-names such as ayci 
‘goat’, mari ‘female bird’, mak 7 ‘ewe’, etc. Thus: *j(i)yori > jori . 
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same *poł ‘fiery coal’; Ganjak pecin-krakin anel (pec ‘spark’ and krak ‘fire’) 
[Aéarean 1913: 908a]; etc. If this etymology is correct, Xian, C‘arsanéag psal ‘to 
shine’ (especially of eyes; cf. also ps(ps)-ik ‘eye’) [Aéatean 1913: 929b] should be 
treated as a back-formation based on *ps-pVi- < *pc-pVi-. Van ps-pet ‘eye-light’ 
(see Acafean 1913: 929b) can be seen, then, as an intermediary between the 
semantics of psal ‘to shine’ (of eyes) and the formation of ps-pt-al ‘to shine’. 

Arabkir, Polis, Karin etc. kas-karmir ‘entirely red’ (see Aéarean 1913: 553b; 
HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 49a) is treated by Vaux (1998: 242-244) as a fixed coda 
reduplication. I tentatively propose to treat kas-karmir as a compound of the type 
discussed above: ka(y)c ‘spark’ + karmir ‘red’ = *kac-karmir > *kas-karmir. 

Other examples (e.g. Nor Naxijewan mos-mor ‘strictly blue’, see Tigranean 1892: 
115; Amatuni 1912: 489a) may be analogical or due to Turkish influence, cf. the 
report of Andrea Scala presented at the Workshop "Cultural, linguistic and 
ethnological interrelations in and around Armenia" in Michaelbeuern, July 4" to 7 
2007. 


2.1.22.5 PIE (and/or substratum) *sCV- > Arm. sV- 


For examples and discussion I refer to Liden 1933: 50-52, Jahukyan 1967: 214-215, 
and HAB s.vv. san, sandul, sareak, sunkn. See also my treatments s.vv. sunkn 
‘mushroom’ (cf. Gr. ozóyyoc ‘sponge, tonsil’), sandul-k* ‘ladder, stairs’, surb “pure; 
holy’. 

It is difficult to determine whether we are dealing with metathesis *sp- > *ps- > 
*s- (cf. Lidén ibid.) or merely *spV- > *s(p)V-. 

A similar alternation is found in Iranian, although in this case the starting point is 
PIE *ky-: SWlran. s- vs. Iran. sp- (see Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 12-13, 39; 
OsnlranJaz-Sr 1981: 29s, 174; Schmitt 1983: 80-81; Abaev 1985: 12; Jahukyan 
1987: 562). This is reflected in Iranian loans into Armenian, e.g. sandaramet-k ‘ 
‘underworld’, also as a theonym: Spandaramet (Bible+); borrowed from Iranian, cf. 
Pahl. Spandarmad ‘earth goddess’ [HAB 4: 172-173; Russell 1987: 324-329]. 

Next to spah and spay ‘army’ (borrowed from Iranian, cf. Pahl. spah, NPers. 
sipah ‘army’, etc.), attested since the Bible, there is sah ‘army’ (John Chrysostom), 
also in the compound sah-a-pet ‘army leader’ (Canon Law). Jahukyan (1987: 543, 
54365, 551, 562) mentions this correspondence as a case of Iranian dialectal 
alternation s-/sp- alongside sandaramet (see the previous item). His third example, 
Le. aspar ‘shield’ vs. sar-k', u-stem ‘armour, equipment, furniture, etc.’ (see also 
Schmitt 1983: 76, 80-81) is doubtful since sar-k' does not mean ‘shield’ and 
probably has a different origin; see s.v. sari-k‘. 

The above-mentioned assumption of Lidén on *sp > ps (cf. Arm. sunkn 
‘mushroom’ vs. Gr. ozóyyoc ‘sponge, tonsil’) is reminiscent of a similar sound 
change seen in Ossetic; cf. Plran. *spada- > Oss. efsad ‘army’; *spdta- > Oss. 
cfsadun ‘to saturate’; *spana- > Oss. cefsen ‘ploughshare’ (see s.v. arjaspn 
‘vitriol’); *aspa- > Oss. jefs/efse ‘mare’; *kasiapa- > Oss. xefs/xefse ‘frog’ 
(initial x- is unexpected); see Cheung 2002: 156-157, 196, 246; Cabolov 1, 2001: 
573. 
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Further typological parallels can be found in Armenian dialects: 

dial. (Mus etc.) sak‘an ‘beaker, glass’, cf. Turkish forms and Russ. stakán 
*beaker, glass’ (see Fasmer s.v.). I find the Armenian forms e.g. in a fairy-tale from 
Alaskert (Haykuni 1902: 158, lines 2-5; reprinted: HZHek* 9, 1968: 77); in other 
fairy-tales from the Ala£kert and Xnus regions: stat on (HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 159^, 
istəkan (305-5?9, 396^ in the glossary (635a): sak‘an and stakan, rendered by 
ModArm. bazak. Also found in a fairy-tale told by Abraham Hakobyan (a 
45-year-old illiterate farmer, former inhabitant of the village of Vardenis in the 
Muá-region) and recorded by Senek‘erim Saléyan in Alek'sandrapol/Leninakan in 
1915 (HZHek‘ 13, 1985: 221, lines -11, -16), also glossed by ModArm. bazak 
(521b). 

The anthroponym Step 'an(n)os, from Gr. Zrégavog [Hübschmann 1897: 336], 
appears also as Tep‘an(os) since 1601 AD, dialectally also as Sep on [AcarAnjn 4, 
1948: 600]. The form Sep 'an is found three times in a fairy-tale recorded by Orbeli 
(2002: 65") in 1911-12 in Moks. In the Russian translation made by Orbeli 
himself (op. cit. 139) it is rendered as Cmenan. Further: in Nor Bayazet: 
Sub-Sep ‘anos < Surb ‘holy’ Step'annos [P‘iloyeanc‘ 1888: 25-26]; in a fairy-tale 
recorded in T‘iflis (< Mus, village of Salokan) in 1916 (HZHek‘ 13, 1985: 14-15); in 
the autobiography of V. Ananyan (1980: 368-369), on refugees of the Genocide 
from the Van/Aréak region. 


2.1.22.6 PIE *dw- > Arm. -rk- or -k- 


The sound change *dw- > Arm. -rk- has received a large amount of discussion and 
should be taken as uncertain, though it “cannot be dismissed” (see Clackson 1994: 
113, with references). It has been assumed that the regular reflex is k. The initial er- 
of erku ‘two’ (< duo-h, or *duou) is interpreted as taken from erek' ‘three’, and the 
original *ku- is seen in kel-a-karc ‘doubtful’, Au? (allegedly) ‘fold, double’, kic‘ 
‘conjoined’, kës ‘half’, koys ‘side’, and Arkin ‘twice, again’, which is not convincing; 
most of these etymologies are doubtful or simply wrong (see s.vv.; see also Meillet 
1908-09: 353-354). Arm. erkar ‘long’ (< *dueh;-ro-, cf. Gr. ógpóc, Dor. óapóc 
‘lasting long’, etc.) is another possible case representing the sound law under 
discussion. 

Nevertheless, the development *dw- > -rk- is phonetically improbable. For the 
discussion see also Pedersen 1906: 176-177, 178; AcarLiak 6, 1971: 402-403; 
Grammont 1918: 251-252; Pisani 1934: 185; Dumézil 1938b: 51-52; Belardi 1950: 
148; Schmitt 1972/74: 10-11; Jahukyan 1982: 75; Ivanov 1983: 27-29 (*dw- > 
*rkw-> erk-), Szemerényi 1985: 788-795; Vennemann 1986: 33-34, 41-42; 
Kortlandt 2003: 2-3, 7, 28, and especially 88-95 (= 1989); Ravnas 1991: 162-166; 
de Lamberterie 1992: 257; Bolognesi 1994: 34-35; Harkness 1996; Olsen 1999: 
2770-271; Beekes 2003: 199-200, 209; Viredaz 2003. 

See also s.vv. erkn ‘labour pains’, erknc ‘im ‘to be frightened’, and erkiwt ‘fear’. 

One wonders if the development can be elucidated by some indirect evidence 
from neighbouring languages or by dialectal archaisms. Klingenschmitt (1982: 225, 
238-239) proposed the following development: *duo ‘two’ > *tuo > *tg"6 > *tk'ü > 
erku. This is met with scepsis (cf. e.g. Szemerenyi 1985: 791-794). If, nevertheless, 
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one accepts this development, it would be tempting to treat Kartv. *tqub- ‘twins’ (on 
which see Klimov 1998: 194) as reflecting (or somehow related with) the theoretical 
PArm. *fk"u- ‘two’. Note also PNWCauc. Sr oo ‘two’ which has been linked with 
the PIE word in terms of Proto-Pontic [Colarusso 1997: 143]. All this is attractive 
but uncertain. Similarly, nothing can be based on Juta y’etkar or yetkar ‘far away’ 
from erkar (q.v.). 

In non-initial position: PIE *meldu-i(h;)- (cf. Skt. mydvi f. ‘delicate, weak, soft, 
mild’, Lat. mollis ‘weak, soft’ from *moldu-i-) > Arm. metk ‘soft’ (q.v.). Also oskr 
‘bone’, if from *ost-wer-. 


2.1.22.7 PIE *-kr- > Arm. -wr- 


An example: mawru-k' ‘beard’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects, also *miruk‘, 
*muruk‘) < PIE *smokru-, cf. Lith. smäkras, smakra ‘chin’ vs. Skt. smäsru- n. 
‘beard’, etc. 

A possible example with */ may be Arm. giw? ‘village’, if from QIE 
*ye/oik(s)-I-ih>- (see s.v.). 

See also s.vv. artawsr ‘tear’ and erinj ‘heifer, young cow’ (if from *kr-). 

There are no cases with *$ and *g”. A special development is found in art 
‘cornfield’ from *h;(e)gro-, which is hard to explain (see s.v.). Kortlandt (1980: 101 
= 2003: 28) notes that the palatal articulation of *-g"- before *-r- was preserved in 
merj ‘near’ (cf. Gr. uéypi ‘near’), but later assumes *me-$"sr-i (see s.v. merj ‘near’). 


2.1.22.8 PIE *-/n- > Arm. -#- 


For examples and references, see Lidén 1933: 422; Meillet 1936: 48; Bonfante 1937: 
19. See also s.vv. adam ‘to grind’, arastat ‘ceiling’, ast! ‘star’, etc. 

Note also Afiwn, a district of the province of Barjr Hayk‘ ‘Upper/Higher 
Armenia’, if from *Alnib/wn, cf. Analibna (Ptolemy) etc. 


2.1.22.9 PIE *-Zc‘ > Arm. -c* 


According to Acaryan (HAB 4: 105), MidArm. and dial. (Nor Naxijewan, Polis, 
Ararat, Larabat) *puc‘ ‘vulva’ (see Acarean 1913: 926b) derives from QIE *bul-sk-, 
cf. Skt. buli- f. ‘buttocks; vulva’, Lith. bulis (-iés), bülé, bulé ‘Hinterer, Gesäß’, as 
well as Arm. Erznka pllik ‘vulva’. If true, the sound change can be linked to the 
following possible cases. 

PIE *pelk-sk- or *pelk-s (cf. OHG felga, OEngl. felg(e) ‘felloe’) > *heic' > hec* 
(i-stem) ‘felloe’ (q.v.). See especially s.v. kat‘n ‘milk’ on the loss of *-/-, which has 
been preserved in Agulis and Metri *Kafc ` 

Compare also afjamulj ‘darkness, twilight’ > Larabat Zemazenk ' (see s.v. *alj-). 


2.1.22.10 PIE *-mp- > Arm. -m- 


See Meillet 1922c, on amul ‘childless’. Other examples are adduced in Adontz 
1937: 12; Dumézil 1938; 1997: 3-4. However, not all of these etymologies are 
convincing. An example is amayi, ea-stem ‘(adj.) uninhabited, desert; (subst.) 
desert, an uninhabited or uncultivated tract of country; a wilderness’ (Movsés 
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Xorenac‘i 3.20, etc.; dialects), ‘abandoned, orphaned, bereaved’ (P‘awstos Buzand 
5.44 etc.), which has no acceptable etymology in HAB 1: 144b. The word has been 
interpreted as *an-pat-iyo- (cf. Gr. nateouaı ‘manger’ etc.) ‘lieu sans fourrage’ 
[Adontz 1937: 12; Dumézil 1938: 241; 1997: 3]. This is semantically improbable. I 
tentatively propose to treat amayi as an Iranian loan with privative a- and *may- 
‘dwelling’, cf. YAv. maiiah- n. ‘satisfaction, pleasure’, Sogd. my’kcyk 
‘fortunate/happy’, Skt. mayas- n. ‘refreshment, enjoyment’ from *mei(H)-es- (see 
Mayrhofer EWAia 2: 315-316). For the semantic field ‘happiness, enjoyment, 
satisfaction’ ` “dwelling, city’, see HAB 3: 498-499, on Sat. On the structure of Arm. 
amay-i cf. anp'ay, i-stem (GDPI anp'ay-i-c^) : anp‘ay-i ‘uninhabited, desert, 
inaccessible, untrodden’, said of ravines (Anania Sirakac‘i, qu cent), and 
river-banks (Paterica), apparently composed of priv. an- and p‘ay ‘foot’ < Iranian 
(cf. Pers. pay ‘foot; footstep, track’, payidan ‘to stand firm; to be constant, fixed, 
established; to trample upon', etc.). 

Deriving amol ‘couple’ (Agat'angelos etc.; dialects of Karin, Mus, Van, Moks, 
Salmast, etc.) from *s’m-pol-, Dumézil (1938: 241) points out the accordance of this 
etymology with dialectal forms with b after m, *ambol. In fact, the b must be 
secondary, see 2.1.30.1. 


2.1.22.11 PIE *-mn > Arm. -wn 


Clear examples are mrjiwn : pl. mrjmunk' ‘ant’ (q.v.), pastawn, gen. past-aman 
‘service’, etc. The sound change seems to have operated in the final position, 
whereas in the oblique stem the -m- remains intact, as is clear from pastawn vs. gen. 
past-aman. This is corroborated by the word for ‘name’. 

anun, gen. anuan etc. "name (Bible+; dialectally ubiquitous). PIE nom. 
*h3neh3-mn yielded Arm. *anuwn > anun, whereas EArm. dial. *anum could be 
explained by generalization of obl. *anman < * h3n(e)h3-men-. For more detail, see 
s.v. anun "name and 2.2.2.3. 


2.1.22.12 PIE *-Ct- > Arm. -wT 


A number of examples display an addition of -w- before a dental stop. This type of 
alternation 1s represented by 3 subtypes: 


1) -t : -wt 
git- in gtanem (aor. gt-i, e-git) ‘to find’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects) : giwt 
(i-stem) ‘finding, invention’ (Bible+); see s.v. *git-. 

hat, o-sem (later also i-) ‘grain, seed; piece, fragment, section’ (Bible+), hatanem 
‘to cut, split’ (Bible+), y-atem, y-atanem ‘to cut off branches from trees and 
especially from vine’ (Bible+) : y-awt ‘cut-off branch’ (Ezechiel 15.4), on which the 
denominative verb y-awtem (Paterica*) is based; hawt, i-stem ‘flock of sheep’ 
(Bible+; dial.); see s.vv. hat, hawt. 

mat- (q.v.) in matc ‘im, matnum ‘to approach, come close’ (Bible+) : mawt ‘near, 
close’, also i mawtoy and mawtim ‘to approach’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects). 
Linked with Olc. mot n. ‘Zusammentreffen, Begegnung’, OEngl. mot ‘Gesellschaft, 
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Versammlung, Zusammenkunft, feindliche Begegnung’, etc. [HAB 3: 265-266, 
373]. Klingenschmitt (1982: 70-71) explains Arm. mawt from *ma"tu- < *madu-. 


2) -c : -wt 
arac- ‘to browse, graze’ (Bible+) : arawt, i-stem “‘pastureland’ (Bible+); see s.v. 
aracem. 

*boyc- in bucanem ‘to feed? (Bible+) : but ‘food’ (Bible; dial.), on which the 
denominative btem ‘to feed’ (Ephrem+) is based; see s.v. *boyc-. 

*moyc- in mucanem ‘to introduce, give entrance’ (Bible) : mut (i-stem) 
‘entrance; income; sunset, West’ (Bible), mtanem ‘to enter’ (Bible+; widespread in 
the dialects). 


3) -c*- : -wt* 
canac em ‘to know’ : canawt‘, i-stem ‘(adj. and subst.) known’, etc. 

The phonological problems involved in explanation of these words have mostly 
been discussed in the context of the w-epenthesis (on which, see s.vv. acu? ‘coal’, 
awji-k' ‘collar’). Some of the proposals are mentioned in the following. For a 
general discussion, see also Winter 1966: 204; A. Xac'atryan 1993. 

Klingenschmitt (1982: 153-154) treats the -w- in artawsr, arawt, hawt etc. as an 
“u-epenthese nach betontem a der ursprünglichen Pánultima", e.g. artawsr ‘tear’ < 
*drákur ` artasu-k' (pl.) < *drakü-o>, assuming that arawt is composed of the PIE 
prefix *pr(i) and Arm. *hawti (cf. hawt, i-stem ‘flock of sheeps etc.’), the latter 
belonging to PIE *peh;- ‘to pasture’ (on this, see s.v. hawran ‘flock of sheep or 
goats’). Then, he (ibid.) reconstructs an old *i-stem with *-öi in the nominative (as 
in gewl, q.v.): NSg *pahjdo(i) > *fatu > *há'tu > *hdutu, ISg *po;d-i-bi- > 
*hat-i-w(i), etc. For the epenthetic -w- compare also well-known issues on awr 
‘day’, awj ‘snake’ etc. On giwt and others, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 178-182. 

This account, however, is not convincing. The proposed etymology of arawt is 
improbable (note, in particular, that the -c- of aracem remains uncertain, and *ar- is 
attested only with a trilled -7-: ar-), for artawsr another explanation is preferable 
(see s.v.), hawt has a better etymology (see s.v.), etc. More important, all the three 
subtypes of alternations seem to be of the same nature, whereas Klingenschmitt's 
explanation can only be applied to the second subtype. 

A unitary solution for all the subtypes would be preferable. In practically all these 
cases (except for mawt) we are dealing with deverbatives containg a final -t and 
belonging to the i-declension. The PIE deverbative suffix *-fj- is then a good 
candidate. 

Winter (1962: 261) derives giwt from *uid-ti- assuming a development of *-dt- to 
-wt-. This view is advocated by Clackson (1994: 155). Compare Arm. an-giwt ad). 
‘not found’ (Koriwn, P'awstos, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Ehse) with Skt. d-vitti- f. 
“not-finding’ (AV); see s.v. git-. 

The third subtype may be explained as follows: *gnh3-sk-ie- > *canac'em > 
canac'em ` *$nh;-sk-ti- > canawt' (see Clackson 1994: 40), and the first subtype 
involves a development of *-8-t- to -wt, see s.vv. arawt, but, mut. The development 
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of *-dt- to -wt- seems to contradict that seen in p 'oyt' ‘zeal’ which is derived by 
Klingenschmitt (1982: 167) from *(s)peud-to- (see s.v.). However, here the *-dt- 
follows a diphthong, and we may be dealing with a simplification: *-eud-t- > 
-oy(t)t'. For a similar explanation, see Clackson 1994: 155. The postulation of the 
suffix *-ti- (or *-to-) and the subsequent simplification of the clusters can clarify, in 
my opinion, many other notorious problems, such as ert‘am, molt em, etc., which 
may be denominative verbs based on i-stem nouns, see s.vv. and the following 
section (2.1.22.13); on the suffix *-ti-, see 2.3.1. 

According to this mechanism, the alternation -c- : -wt-, arawt, i-stem, must be 
taken as a deverbative noun in *-fi- based on verbal arac-. If the latter derives from 
*treH$-, arawt (i-stem) would point to *trH$-ti- (cf. Gr. tpõč-ıç). Similarly, but 
‘food’ (vs. boyc- ‘to feed" <*b"eug- ) is best explained by *buwt from *b'ug-ti-, cf. 
Skt. bhukti- f. ‘Genießen’ (Br.-).'66 


2.1.22.13 PIE *-RC-t- > Arm. -R(O)t*- 


As we have seen in the previous section, in p'oyt' ‘zeal’ < *(s)peud-to- one can 
postulate simplification: *-eud-t- > -oy(t)t‘. The final dental is aspirated here. This 
can be corroborated by other examples. 

xayt' ‘sting, bite’ (Bible), zou em ‘to bite (of insects and snakes)’ (Bible+); 
xayt'em may be a denominative verb based on xayt' < *Kkh;eid-ti/o-, cf. Lat. caedo, 
etc. The forms xit‘ and sit‘ represent the zero-grade of the same word and go back to 
PIE *khzi(d)-t- and *skhzi(d)-t-, respectively. This seems to contradict giwt, etc. 
However, in xit' and Sit‘ we might be dealing with analogical influence of the other 
ablaut forms, especially xayt'. The form xawt' ‘ill, sick (of body, eye, or ear)' 
(Bible+), dial. *xot -ik ‘a kind of wound’, is unclear, since a hypothetical *kh2(e)d-t- 
would yield *xawt according to the previous section. For the discussion, see s.vv. 
and especially xayt '. 

For a discussion of other cases, see s.vv. an(u)t‘ ‘armpit’, ert om ‘to go’, kat'n 
‘milk’, matt em ‘to pray’, Sant‘ ‘lightning’, p out" ‘zeal’. 


2.1.23 Assimilation: *-a... V;- --V,.. V;- (*a also from PIE *-H-; V = any vowel) 


In 2.1.20 I assumed that the internal laryngeal was vocalized before a resonant, cf. 
*h,(e)rH-u- > harawunk' ‘arable land’; *prHuo- > haraw ‘south’; etc. Various 
attempts to explain the vocalism of yolov ‘many’ are not convincing (see s.v.). The 
best solution is, in my view, the direct derivation from *polhju-s (cf. Gr. noAug 
"much", The vowel of the final syllable underwent an assimilatory influence by that 
of the first syllable. It is remarkable that alawunk‘ 'Pleiades' (q.v.), which 


166 Tt may be argued against this explanation that *-ugt- would yield Arm. -ust-, as shown by 
PIE *a'ugh;-ter > Arm. dustr ‘daughter’ (q.v.). This is not conclusive, however, since dustr is 
the only example. Unlike dustr, where we are dealing with the sequence *-g(H)t- as directly 
inherited from PIE, but has been analyzable in Old Armenian for a long period, so *buc-ti- 
would not necessarily develop to an assibilated *bust. Besides, if the derivation of ustr ‘son’ 
(q.v.) from *su(H)k-ter- is accepted, dustr could be explained by the analogical influence of 
ustr. 
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apparently derives from the same PIE word (cf. YAv. *paruiiaini-, NPers. parvin, 
Greek /TAeıaöes), underwent the same assimilation, starting with the -a- from the 
zero-grade form (cf. Ur. *prHu- ‘abundant’). 

For ariwn ‘blood’ and garun ‘spring’ Szemerényi (1960: 21) assumes 
assimilation and contraction: *ehar > *ahar > *ar-, *gehar > *gahar > *gar-. 
Similarly, he (ibid.) explains ¢‘or-k‘ ‘four’ and k‘or-k‘ NPI of k‘oyr ‘sister’ from 
*c'ewor-k' < *k"etores and *k'ehor-k' < *swesores, respectively. 


2.1.24 Dissimilation 

2.1.24.1 Grassmann’s Law is ‘breath dissimilation’ or a dissimilatory loss of the 
aspiration of the initial stop, which took place in Indo-Iranian and Greek 
independently [Collinge 1985: 47-61; Beekes 1995: 99, 128; Szemerényi 1996: 19, 
56]. The rule seems to have partly operated in Armenian, cf. pind ‘tight, fastened’, 
pndem ‘to tie, fasten’ (q.v.) from PIE *b"end"-, cf. Skt. bandh- ‘to bind, fasten’, etc. 
(see Jahukyan 1969: 66; 1978: 176,5). See also s.v. papanjim ‘to grow dumb, 
speechless’. Counter-examples: barjr ‘high’, gelj-k' ‘glands’, dez ‘pile’, etc. 

For a further discussion see Rasmussen 1989: 170-171 46. 


2.1.24.2 ror > l.r. Apart from the well-known cases of Indo-European origin, 
namely atbewr ‘spring, well’ and efbayr ‘brother’ (q.v.), this dissimalation is also 
seen in oform ‘compassion; supplication’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects), if this 
word derives from reduplicated *or-orm- (see HAB 3: 556-557). See, however, s.v. 
olorm ‘compassion; supplication’. Note also an Iranian loan: safawart ‘helmet; 
mitre’ (Bible+; dial) < MPers. *saravart(i)-, literally ‘Kopf-bedeckung’ 
[Hübschmann 1897: 235-236; HAB 4: 165, 652b]. See AéarLiak 6, 1971: 699-700. 


Examples in the dialects: 

orar, urar ‘stole, tippet’ attested in Eusebius of Caesarea etc. < Gr. &papıov 
[Hübschmann 1897: 369; HAB 3: 615a]; widespread in the dialects: T‘iflis, 
Axalc‘xa, Larabal, Polis, Sebastia., Mus etc. urar, Tigranakert urdr, Marata ürar, 
Zeyt'un uyoy, uror [HAB 3: 615]. Only in Juta: ular, through dissimilation [Alafean 
1940: 154, 381a]. Compare Georgian olari ‘id.’, treated as an Armenian loan in 
HAB 3: 615b; 

parart ‘fat’: Dersim barard and (Carsanéag) balard [Balramyan 1960: 98a]. The 
word balard ‘fresh’ (Erznka, Xnjorek) recorded in the glossary of purely dialectal 
words (op. cit. 112b) seems to belong here, too; 

Dissimilation in the opposite direction, namely r...r > r...l, is less frequent; see 
3.5.2.2 on Svedia j 'irabálig ‘hyena’ etc. 


2.1.25 Assimilation and dissimilation 


Very often, especially in dialects, an assimilatory or a dissimilatory process seems 
irregular and arbitrary. A careful examination reveals that we may be dealing with a 
complex simultaneous process of assimilation and dissimilation in which three or 
more (rather than two) participants are involved. A possible example is bok-ik 
‘barefoot’ > dial. *bobik. A metathesis of the type P...K > P...P is exceptional for 
Armenian and does not occur in words like bak, buk‘, po/uk, p 'ak, etc. (see HAB 
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s.vv.). One might therefore explain bokik > *bobik through a twofold process: 
assimilation (b...k > b...b) and dissimilation (k...k > b...k). Thus: b...k...k... > b...b...k 
[labial-velar-velar > labial-labial-velar, or ABB > AAB]. 

Aéaryan (HAB 1: 181a, 462b) compares the development with that of anapak-uk 
‘waterless, oilless, pure’ > Sebastia *ampakuk > *ampapuk > ambabug and 
mentions only the assimilatory process. For an explicit description of a simultaneous 
process of assimilation and dissimilation, see Alayan 1987: 269-270, 280. 

The form bobik in turn underwent a further development: *bobik > Larabat *topik 
> tépeg’ (Atayan 1987: 28023). This development probably started from the 
compound with otn ‘foot’, cf. Goris vandapepik, vannapepik (see Margaryan 1975: 
474a). *otnapopik > *otnatopik is to be understood then as ¢...p...p > t...t...p (ABB > 
AAB). 

Examples for vocalic assimilation + dissimilation: eraxay ‘child’ > dial. *erexa, 
Mlran. *Mihrakän > Arm. mehekan ‘the 7" month of the ancient Armenian 
calendar’. 


Further examples: 

zok‘ané* ‘wife’s mother’ > Larabat zánk'uc', zamk‘uc‘, zénk'uc', zémk'uc* 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 351]: zok'anc' > *zak'onc' > zá/enk'uc' > zá/emk'uc', as well as 
nzov- ‘to curse’ > Larabat mzov-, 

Zptal ‘to smile’ ` Satax Zamtal [M. Muradyan 1962: 196b]; M. Muradyan (1962: 
55) posits a twofold development: Zp > zm, assimilative loss of the plosive feature, 
and pt > mt, plosive dissimilation. 

xatot ‘grape’ > *xavoi (in numerous dialects, see HAB 2: 322a). The choice of 
the -v- may have been triggered by the following labial vowel -o-: A-AoA > A-BoA 
(/vel. + V + vel. + V^ + vel./> (/vel. + V + lab. + V + vel./, in other words, of the 
three velar fricatives, the middle one, which precedes the labial vowel -o-, is 
dissimilated into labial -v-). Compare dial. *pavart from parart ‘fat’: balard (see 
above). Note also *havoł < the same xałoł ‘grape’. This is, thus, a combination of 
two dissimilatory developments: (1) x-/-7 > h-H-L, (2) x-H1 > x-v-1. 

*net-u-atel(n) > Zeyt'un lamb ‘atet : *nedv- > *nidb- > *ninb- > *nimb- > *limb-; 
see s.v. atein ‘bow’. 

tatr(a)k-ik > *tatrtik > Aslanbek dadardig : t-t-k-k > t-t-t-k (see s.v. tatrak 'turtle- 
dove"). 

tzruk ‘leech’ is reflected in Juta as pzdruk ‘a leech-like water worm" [HAB 4: 
400a]. In order to explain this form, Acaryan (1940: 145, 160-161, 163) proposes a 
complicated scenario involving three steps: (1) metathesis (tz- > *zt-); (2) addition of 
a “prothetic” p-; (3) -zt- > -zd-. Thus: tzruk > *ztruk > *p-ztruk > pzdruk. The first 
two steps are not convincing, however. An alternative explanation is: (1) tzruk > 
*tzdruk, with epenthetic stop before r, cf. t‘mril > uła d‘mbrel, manr > Juta mandr, 
etc. (see Acarean 1940: 159-160); (2) *tzdruk > pzdruk, with dissimilatory 
simplification of the initial cluster comprising four dental phonemes. 

Amatuni (1912: 442a) records Mus, Alaskert čšnarət ‘truly’ (unknown to 
Aéaryan), used in oaths. No etymological attempt is known to me. It seems to be 
identical with Csmarit, i-stem (later also a-stem) ‘true, precise, genuine’ which is 
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attested in the Bible onwards and has been preserved in several dialects. In Polis, it 
only appears in the oath formula *csmarit Astuac “true God" [HAB 3: 209]. The 
vowel ->- is unclear. As for -n- instead of -m-, one can assume “circular 
assimilation": čš-m-r-t (all the consonants but -m- being dental) > *cs-n-r-t : dental- 
labial-dental > dental-dental-dental (ABA > AAA). 

An example of BAA > AAA [vc-c > pc-c] may be seen in kovcuc ‘a kind of 
lizard’ (lit. ‘cow-sucker’) > Xotorjur: kopcuc ‘green lizard’ [YusamXotorj 1964: 
472a]; see s.v. kov-a-diac ‘, cf. also dagat-k‘ ‘coffin’ > Malat‘ia, Sebastia *gagalk '. 


2.1.26 Metathesis 


2.1.26.1 Criteria 


In order to assess the nature and direction of metathesis one has to start with the 
oldest form, taking into account two basic criteria: (1) philological (chronology and 
reliability of the attestations); (2) etymological. 

Things are often unclear, especially with cultural and/or substratum words. For 
instance, alongside ClArm. olorn ‘pea, been; globule’ (Bible+; dialects), there are 
other variants: olern (Paterica; several dialects), and *ore/ (dialects of Xotorjur, Nor 
Naxijewan). Both philological (olorn is the basic form and is attested from the Bible 
onwards) and etymological (cf. Akkad. hallüru, hi/ulluru, etc.; probably also Gr. 
ÓAvpat) considerations suggest that olorn must have served as a starting point. The 
fact that the same metathesis is present also in Semitic forms (cf. Aram. hurla, Arab. 
harul, Hebr. haril) makes it difficult to determine whether the dialectal form *orel 
is due to intermediation of a particular Semitic language or reflects an independent 
development of a similar nature. The latter alternative is more probable, since *orel 
is present only in two Armenian dialects located far from the Semitic languages. 

Also internal factors should be taken into account. The vocalism of *olern (and 
*orel) seems to have resulted analogically after sisern, GSg sis(e)ran ‘pea’ 
(Agat'angelost; widespread in the dialects). Further, note gaylagraw, lit. "wolt, 
raven’ > Larabat karaklav, Hadrut‘ korakläv [Davt‘yan 1966: 332], perhaps due to 
influence of onomatopoeic kr- ‘to croak’ (said of crows). 

In order to explain some unclear dialectal forms one can postulate a metathesis 
which is corroborated by other dialectal forms. For instance, julhak ‘weaver’ (also 
julahak in Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, see HAB-Add. 1982: 16), dial. also ‘spider; 
spider-web’, is borrowed from Pers. julahak ‘weaver’; cf. julah(a), julah(a) ‘spider; 
weaver’. Some forms have an “epenthetic” -w- or -f-: C‘mkacag c'uvulag, Karin 
Juflak next to julfa(k), Axalc‘xa j‘uflak [HAB 4: 133a], Berri (Dersim) jiväläg 
*spider-web' [Batramyan 1960: 164a], Tigranakert ¢‘tividg, C’uläg [A. Haneyan 
1978: 196a], Malat‘ia juvalag ‘weaver; spider’ [Danielyan 1967: 225], etc. One 
notes that none of these forms displays a reflex of the -h-. Therefore, the forms of 
the type *juw(V)lak should be interpreted as coming from *juhalak, which in turn 
represents a metathesized form of julahak. The postulation of such a metathesized 
form, namely *juhalak, is directly corroborated by Zeyt‘un chalog, j‘halog ‘weaver; 
spider’ [HAB 4: 133a; Aëatvan 2003: 337], Ararat juhlak [Nawasardeanc‘ 1903: 
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102a] or juhlag, Tiflis júhlak, uła juxlak (the -x- is from -h-) [HAB 4: 133a]. Note 
that Zeyt'un is both geographically and dialectally very close to Malat'ia and 
Svedia, and is located between them. Its *juhalak matches Malat‘ia juvalag. The 
Svedia and Hacon forms have the unmetathesized sequence -/h- (see Acaryan 2003: 
337, 586). As to the development -uha- > -uwa-, see 2.1.32, on zohal. 

Next to Moks teräxri ‘priest’s wife’ one finds tarxori ‘id.’ in the dialect of Satax, 
which is both dialectally and geograpfically closest to Moks. M. Muradyan (1962: 
216b; 1972: 209) interprets Satax tarxori ‘priest’s wife" as a compound of ter ‘lord’ 
and Auri ‘(heavenly) beautiful woman, fairy’ not mentioning the Moks form. This 
etymology is not convincing. It is better to treat Moks teróxri as the original form 
deriving from *tér-urhi, and the metathesis of the Satax form is due to the 
folk-etymological re-interpretation as *ter-hor-i ‘(the one that belongs) to the priest’. 

In what follows I will present several sets of (mainly dialectal) examples of 
metathesis. 


2.1.26.2. Stops 


PIE *-Dr- and *-D'r- are subject to metathesis in Classical Armenian (see s.vv. 
atbewr ‘spring, well’, artawsr ‘tear’, darbin ‘blacksmith’, efbayr ‘brother’, surb 
“pure, holy’, etc.), but *-¢r- is not. It yields Arm. -wr-. 

One might expect metathesis also in a form with an aspirated *-7"-, in words of 
substratum origin, for instance. A possible example would be k‘atirt‘, a-stem 
‘stomach of animals’, if from *k‘atit'-ra- (q.v.). 


Examples from the dialects: 


Labial : dental 


put ‘poppy’ > Larabat top ‘id.’, put ‘drop’ > Larabat top ‘id.’ (q.v.), see especially 
Margaryan 1977: 161-164; 

p'etur ‘feather’ > dial. (Zeyt‘un, Xarberd, HamSen, Karin, AlaSkert, Larabat, 
Agulis, uła, etc.) *tep ‘ur *id.". 

Arm. p ‘aycatn ‘spleen’ > Cappadocian Greek zeiody ‘id.’ > Xotorjur sipex ‘id.’, 
s.v. p‘aycain. 

This material can be used to create new etymologies. For instance, t‘epek ‘ape; 
jackal’, of which no etymology is known to me, may be regarded as a loan from Gr. 
miykoç ‘ape’ through metathesis /labial...dental/ > /dental...labial/ discussed above 
(see 3.5.2.2 on the etymology). 


Dental : velar 
dagat ‘coffin’ > dial. *eadalt, targal ‘spoon’ > *gdal, jgem ‘to throw’ > dial. *gjem 
(see HAB s.vv.). 

Next to katin ‘acorn’ (q.v.), the dialect of Larabat has tk5fen and metathesized 
któłen ‘hazel-nut’. 

Cakat ‘forehead’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects) > Rodost‘o jadag, gen. jadgi 
[HAB 3: 176a]. 
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Next to ClArm. ckoyt' and ckoyt‘ ‘the little finger’, Larabat has ckéyna, kcéyna, 
etc. (cf. also Juta ck-ik, Samaxi ckla mat, etc.). The form kcéyna, found also in Goris 
(see Margaryan 1975: 346a), reflects a metathesis ck- > kc-. 


Velar : dental 

kayc-or-ik ‘glow-worm, firefly’ > Larabat cikuri [HAB 2: 506-507]; 

kant‘ ‘handle’ > Ararat, Larabal, Goris, Metri etc. tank/g ‘id.’ [Margaryan 1977: 
160-162]; 

kot‘ ‘handle’ > Svedia dük‘ [Aéaryan 2003: 430]. 


2.1.26.3 Nasals, resonants, spirants 


r...N > N...r 


Arm. erani ‘blissful’ > Larabal (h)anérak, nérak. 

For the dialect of HamSen, Ataryan (1947: 73; see also 235) mentions only one 
case for r...n > n...r : cirani goti ‘purple girdle’ > jinari kodi ‘rainbow’. The other 
dialects have no metathesis here: Polis jirani-godi [Acaryan 1941: 220], Erznka 
cirani godi [Kostandyan 1979: 157b], Svedia cirdna kudak‘ [Andreasyan 1967: 
366b], K'esab cirdna kütä [C‘olak‘ean 1986: 206a] Xotorjur *cirani-goti 
[YusamXotorj 1964: 466a], etc. 

A possible typological parallel: The name Amirani, the theomachist hero of the 
type of Prometheus in the Georgian Epic, is considered to be somehow related with 
Mihr (see A. Petrosjan 2002a: 182-183, with ref.). I tentatively derive Amirani from 
Persian Ahriman ‘Ahriman, the principle of Evil, opposed to Ormuzd, the principle 
of Good; the devil; a demon'. Iranian *hr is reflected in Georgian as r (see e.g. 
HAB, s.vv. agah, ah, bah, zoh). Ahriman could develop to *A(h)riman > *Amiran- 
through dissimilation r...N > N...r. Also an association with Mihr may have played a 
role here. 

For an older stage compare PIE gen. *h;nr-ös > Arm. arn, gen. of ayr ‘man’ 
(q.v.). Here, however, we are dealing with contact rather than distant metathesis. 


nN... > Fn 


anarat ‘pure, spotless’ > Svedia äränud [Andreasyan 1967: 353b]; t‘onir ‘ground- 
hearth’ > Larabat t 2run, etc. 


L..n > n...l 


This metathesis is found e.g. in MFr. alumette > Fr. omelette ‘omelet’. 

For the dialect of Hamsen, Ačařyan (1947: 73) mentions only one case: Slni- 
‘neck’ (q.v.) > Snlik‘ ‘face’. xnlink' from xlink‘ ‘snivel’, mentioned by Aécaryan 
(ibid.; see also p. 233) as a case of nasal epenthesis may also belong here. What he 
suggests is, in fact, anticipation (see 2.1.27.2). It seems probable, however, that 
anticipation was preceded by metathesis. The forms snlik‘ and *xnlik' have 
developed into snlink‘ and xnlink', with an epenthetic -n-, exactly as in banali ‘key’ 
> Hamsen ponlink/k' alongside with ponlik/k'. The form xnl- is corroborated by 


2. ASPECTS OF HISTORICAL GRAMMAR 731 


other NW dialects such as Rodost‘o, Ewdokia and Karin. Here, Acatyan (HAB 2: 
373b) explicitly assumes a metathesis *x/n- > *xnl-. 

Another case for such a metathesis is found in dial. *gdalnoc‘ (< *gdal-anoc į ‘a 
pot for spoons’, present in Hamsen, Karin, Širak, Xarberd, Sebastia, etc. (see 
Amatuni 1912: 127a; Aéafean 1913: 222b; Gabikean 1952: 135; HayLezBrbBar 1, 
2001: 232a). As is shown by Bläsing (1992: 42), the Armenian word has been 
borrowed into Turkish dial. (in Hamsen area) gedanlug ', gedanloc ‘ ‘kleines, an der 
Wand befestigtes Holzküstchen mit runder Öffnung an der Vorderseite zur 
Aufbewahrung der Löffel’, as well as kadanlog ‘Löffelkästchen’ (also in Sivas). 

Bläsing (ibid.) argues that the metathesis In > nl “erst bei oder nach der 
Entlehnung ins Türkeitürkische eingetreten ist”. In view of the above-mentioned 
examples from Armenian Hamsen and adjacent areas I assume that the metathesis 
may have taken place in Armenian Hamsen, although the metathesized form 
*edanloc ‘ is not recorded here. It should be borne in mind that Acaryan's *gdalnoc‘ 
Is a standard reconstruction rather than a phonetic record of the word, which would 
have an initial k- in Hamsen (cf. gdal > Hamsen kdal ‘spoon’ [Aéaryan 1947: 62, 
255]). In either case, we are dealing with a clear case of In > nl metathesis in this 
region. ^" 

On analut' *deer', see below. 

Bearing in mind also the case of cirani > Hamsen jinari (see above), one may 
postulate a more or less regular metathesis R...n > n...R, where the R is either r or I. 
While other dialects metathesize in both directions, HamSen seems to display only 
the mentioned one, since anali and banali remain unchanged here: onli and 
ponlik/k', ponlink/k' (see Acatyan 1947: 56, 220, 222). A dissimilation from n...n 
results in n... in ananux ‘mint’ > Hamsen onluxk', cf. also annman ‘not resembling’ 
> onlamon (see Acaryan 1947: 56, 220, 221). 

The contact group /n (resulting from -/in- ir -lun-) mostly develops into Hamsen 
-Il-, cf. Inum ‘to fill’ > Aug, linim ‘to be, become’ > allus, *(h)ulunem ‘to button up’ 
> hillus, etc. [Aéatyan 1947: 56]. One may assume that the metathesis /...n > n...l is 
relatively old and predates the syncope of -a-. Thus, (1) *gdalanoc‘ > gdanaloc‘ 
(metathesis); (2) *gdanaloc‘ > *gdanloc‘ (syncope). Otherwise we would have 
*edalloc '. 

It seems that the metathesis is not old enough to affect -/(i)n- and -I(u)n-, unless 
we admit that a metathesis is an irregular process, or in individual cases it has been 
blocked by other circumstances. The latter alternative is more plausible. The absence 
of metathesis in, for instance, /num ‘to fill’ (< *linum) > llus, is easy to explain. The 
nasal belongs to the present and is naturally absent from aorist (lc -i, Ic‘-ir, e-lic' 
etc.) and imperative (lic *, lc -ek^), see Aéatyan 1947: 133, 232, thus a metathesized 


157 An interesting though highly hypothetical case may be Aliwn ("Asxarhac‘oyc‘") vs. 
Analib(n/l)a (Ptolemy etc.), name of a district in the province of Barjr Hayk‘ “Upper/Higher 
Armenia', perhaps pointing to *Alnib/wn. Note that this province was situated in NW of 
historical Armenia, thus not far from the Hamšen region. If the interpretation is accepted, this 
example may be important for the chronology. 


732 2. ASPECTS OF HISTORICAL GRAMMAR 


*nalum would not be tolerated in the paradigm where the other forms have an initial 
L The same holds for elanem ‘to rise’ > ellus : ela, yél, etc. (op. cit. 128, 227). 

To sum up: in the Hamsen dialect (partly also, perhaps, in Karin etc.), the 
phonotactics of the sonants n and / seems to be governed by three rules: (1) n... > 
n...1 (unchanged), cf. anali > onli, etc.; (2) L..n > n...! (cf. sIni > Snlik‘, etc.); (3) n...n 
7 [...n (cf. ananux > onluxk‘, etc.). In all the three cases the outcome is n...!. The n...! 
is thus the most preferred sequence of these sonants. 

In the light of what has been said, the derivation of analut‘ ‘deer, hind’ (q.v.) 
from QIE *h,(o)l-Hn-thzo- (with the same metathesis /...n > n...] seen also in the 
related Hesychian évedocg: vefpóc ‘young of the deer, fawn’) becomes more 
significant. If my etymology of analut‘ is accepted, one can postulate a dialectally 
restricted word in the Classical period. 


Conclusion 

The metathesis /...n > n...! may be regarded as an areal feature restricted to the 
NW of historical Armenia (Hamsen, Karin, Bar Hayk‘) or perhaps, in a broader 
sense, to Mediterranean/Pontic regions (cf. Hesychian £veAoc ‘fawn’ above). Arm. 
analut‘ ‘deer’ < QIE *A;(o)I-Hn-th;o- demonstrates that this metathesis is rather old. 


L..r > r...l 


olorn ‘pea, been; globule’ (Bible+; several dialects) : *ore/ (dialects of Xotorjur, 
Nor Naxijewan). The same metathesis is present also in Semitic forms (see s.v. 
olorn). Probably we are dealing with independent developments of a similar nature. 


h...v 7 v...h 


hawak'em ‘to gather’ > Larabat havak‘el and vahák'el [Davt'yan 1966: 411]. A 
textual illustration can be found in a fairy-tale from Larabat recorded by Grigor 
Bahat‘ryan in 1860 (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 6779): vohak'al an ‘they have gathered’. 


lv 7 vl 


luanam ‘to wash’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects) > Polis, Aslanbek, Karin, 
Mus, Xarberd, Zeyt‘un, Van, Salmast, etc. *vlal (see HAB 2: 300b). 


Val > Lov 


vayel-em ‘to enjoy; to suit’ > *vel-el (contraction as in hayeli ‘mirror’ > *hili, etc.) > 
Marata and Salmast level [HAB 4: 300a; Atarean 1926: 76, 424]. 
awelc ‘uk ‘remnant’ > Svedia /avcäk [Hananyan 1995: 54]. 


H...n 7 n...m 


mananay ‘manna’ > Samaxi namana [Batramyan 1964: 67, 213]. 


2.1.26.4 Vowel metathesis 


Examples: zok'anc' *wife's mother > Larabat zank‘uc‘, zamk'uc', zénk'uc, 
zémk'uc' [Davt'yan 1966: 351]: zok'anc' > *zak'onc' 7 *zdnk ‘uc’. 
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lezu ‘tongue’ > Larabat lüzi [Davt‘yan 1966: 366]. 
Martiros > Gor. Martüris (see Lisic‘yan 1969: 273). 
See also s.v. uel, o-stem ‘brain’. 


2.1.26.5 Metathesis involving a cluster 


Arm. dial. *pangal ‘panther’ seems to be related with Pers. palang ‘leopard, 
panther’, cf. Skt. prdaku-, Sogd. pwrónk-, Gr. nüpöalıg ‘leopard’, etc. (see Lubotsky 
2004: 4). Metathesis of a cluster (ug > ng...) or contamination with another 
oriental word *panTVr/l-, cf. Gr. avinp, -npog m. ‘panther’, Skt. (Lex.) pundarika- 
m. ‘tiger’. 

This is reminiscent of the following example: next to Akn, Polis Krt'n-il ‘to lean, 
recline, incline the body against an object for support’ (see s.v. krt'unk' ‘back’), 
Ararat attests Ant ‘nil, with metathesis, as is pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 2: 669b). 
One of the possible scenarios is: (1) *-t‘n- > -nt‘n- (anticipated or epenthetic -n-); 
(2) *krnt n- > *knt 'rn-. 

In both cases, thus: CjRNC; > CıNC;R, in other words, metathesis of R and the 
cluster NC). 


2.1.26.6 Miscellaneous 


Other types of metathesis are found in the following words: 

cm-l-em ‘to squeeze, press’ (Bible+; several dialects) > Mus c/mil, next to it we 
find dial. (widespread) *cm-7-em > Aslanbek, Sebastia, Akn *jarmel. Other 
metathesized forms of this verb are clm-k-ot- vs. cm-I-k-(o)t-. The evaluation of 
forms like cmkt el, Cmtk‘el, cm-t -el vs. kémt/t‘el, kmct‘el etc. ‘to pinch’ depends on 
whether the forms with cm- derive from cm-'to press’ or are metathesized from 
* kc-m-. See s.v. Cm-. 

Sahmar > Samxar, found in a fairy-tale (1918/1965, Nor Bayazet — Yerevan), see 
HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 552-554. 

sisat ‘demon’ (q.v.) : NPI sils-ay-k <. 


2.1.27 Anticipation 


2.1.27.1 Anticipation or metathesis of -i/y- and -u/w- 


Classical Armenian words of Indo-European origin: ayg ‘morning’, ayl ‘other’, ayr 
‘man’, *ant‘a(y)r-, jayn ‘voice’, p‘ayl ‘shine’. Note also PIE *med"-io- > PArm. 
*meij- > méj ‘middle’. Further, see s.vv. ayg ‘morning’ and eg ‘female’. For later 
periods: Zayn vs. Zanik‘ ‘tusk’. 

A comparable example from later periods for the development seen in méi may 
be kamurj ‘bridge’ (q.v.) > Kak'avaberd kármij in the village of Varhavar (vs. 
kármunj in other villages, as well as in other Armenian dialects). Perhaps we may 
assume *karmuj > *karmuij > karmij. 

Aéaryan (1935: 35) cites three examples of the irregular sound change ClArm. a 
> Agulis ay : asein ‘needle’ > aysätfna), calel ‘to fold’ > caylil, halel ‘to melt > 
haylil. One may explain these forms through anticipation of the front vowel e/i in the 
following syllable. On áysá?(na) see also s.v. asein. 
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For anticipation or metathesis of -u/w- see s.vv. acut ‘coal’, awcanem ‘to anoint’, 
awji-k‘ ‘collar’, awli ‘a strong drink’, awr ‘day’. 

This -y- or -w- is sometimes regarded as ‘epenthetic’. For a discussion and further 
references see Morani 1981; Olsen 1984: 113-114; 1985: 65; Olsen 1999: 176-177; 
Kortlandt 1985a: 59 = 2003: 60; Clackson 1994: 96; Beekes 2003: 169, 204-205. 


2.1.27.2 Anticipation of a nasal 


Anticipation of a nasal is found in the following cases: 

*qyg-hot-k‘ ‘ceremony on the next morning after a funeral’, Eastern *ayg-n-a-hot 
> Juta nagnaxot and Samaxi ink nahol. See s.v. ayg ‘morning’. See further in the 
next sections. 

gtanem ‘to find’ > Van etc. kandanil. 

xlink‘ ‘snivel’ > Ham&en xnlink‘, see above on metathesis, 2.1.26.3. 


2.1.28 Perseveration 

Acaryan (AéarLiak 6, 1971: 716-717) presents a number of cases with 
perseveration: kanac‘ ‘green’ > *kananc' in most of the dialects [HAB 2: 511a] and 
canac‘em ‘to know’ (q.v.) > dial. *cananc'el. The examples are ambiguous, 
however, since an additional -n- is often seen before hushing affricates, especially 
-C -,; see 2.1.29. 

Some of the other examples can also be explained by epenthetic -n-, as mek‘ ‘we’ 
> *menk', mawruk /miruk‘ ‘beard’ > *mirunk‘, etc. 

Similarly, Larabat hristrak from hrestak "angel may be a mere case of 
r-epenthesis, cf. löstak (a plant) > Van, Satax lostrak, napastak ‘hare’ > Van 
lapastrak, Satax lapastrak, etc. (see Acatyan 1952: 101; M. Muradyan 1962: 64). 

Probable case of perseveration: PIE *nb"ro- > PArm. *amb/pro- > ampro-p 
‘thunder’ (q.v.). Note also krunk ‘crane’ (q.v.). 


2.1.29 Perseveration or anticipation of a nasal 


In H. Petrosyan 1987: 478 we find the following examples of anticipation: akanj 
‘ear’ > Mus anganj (see HAB 1: 104b); 

alac ‘ank‘ ‘supplication’ > Krzen tanc 'ank' [Batramyan 1961: 173b]; 

zok‘anc ‘ ‘wife’s mother’ > dial. (mostly western) *zonk'anc' [HAB 2: 110b]; 

irikun ‘evening’ > Polis iringun, Sebastia h 'iringun [HAB 2: 46a]. 

Of these examples, however, perhaps only iringun is a straightforward case of 
anticipation. An additional -n- is often seen before hushing affricates, especially -c-, 
whether or not the word originally contained a nasal -n-; cf. e.g. in the dialect of 
Kizen: atac‘el ‘to beg, supplicate? > atanc‘el, amac'el ‘to be shy’ > hamanc 'el, 
barac‘el ‘to bellow’ > baranc'el, kanac‘ ‘green’ > kananc', canac‘el ‘to know’ > 
cananc ‘el. In Kizen fand out" we can thus posit an epenthetic -n-. 

As for akanj and zok'anc', there are also forms displaying a metathetic -n-, e.g. 
Kizen angoj and zdnk ”äc‘ (see Batramyan 1961: 81, explicitly positing metathesis). 
The form *zo/ank'ac' is widespread and is represented in Northern and Eastern 
dialects, as well as in Alaskert and Ararat [HAB 2: 110b]. One may assume that also 


eye 


Western *zonk'anc' reflects the metathesized form *zonk'ac' with subsequent 
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n-epenthesis before -C ‘- (and/or with a secondary restoration of the original -nč ^. 
More demonstrative is the word for ‘ear’, the dialectal forms of which (HAB 1: 
104b) display the following distribution: (1) unchanged *akanj in Van-group and 
Akn; (2) anganj only in Mus; (3) *ankaj in the rest (Suc'ava, Nor Naxijewan, Polis, 
T'1flis, HamSen, Sebastia, Alaskert, Larabat, Agulis, Marala, etc.). 


2.1.30 Epenthesis 
2.1.30.1 Epenthetic nasal 


Before a dental stop or affricate 


blit‘ ‘a kind of bread or cake’ (q.v.) > Axalc'xa b ‘lint’. 

ddum ‘pumpkin’ > Hamsen, Agulis, Juta *dandum, whereas the majority of the 
dialects has no epenthetic -n-. Since Hamsen is located in extreme NW, while Agulis 
and Juta are in SE, we are hardly dealing with a shared innovation. One may assume 
an archaism or an independent development, perhaps a (quasi-)reduplication 
*dumdum. 

xuc‘ ‘small chamber’ (5" cent.+; several dialects) > dial. (Moks, Ozim, Sipan, 
Hamsen) xunc‘ [HAB 2: 422-423]. 

*ccruk ‘leech’ (cf. Aparan, Bulanox ccruk from tzruk, due to contamination with 
ccel ‘to suck’) > Nor Bayazet jnjruk (with an epenthetic -n-). 

kamurj ‘bridge’ > *karmunj (late attestations), which is the only form found in 
dialects. 

karkut ‘hail’ (q.v.): Aslanbek gargünd. Aéatyan (HAB 2: 556b) assumes a 
folk-etymological association with gund ‘ball’. 

ket, ‘point, dot’ : E and N dial. kent ‘odd’. 

hnjan ‘wine-press’, if from *ha/ouzan. 

mec ‘big’ > *menc. 

me ‘middle’ > *manj, etc. 

The epenthetic nasal is also seen in recent borrowings, e.g. Turk. suc > Artial 
(Pol.) sunj ‘sin’ (see Acatyan 1953: 188, 197). 

For amac ‘el ‘to be shy’ > Krzen hamanc ‘el etc., see 2.1.29. 


Before a labial stop 

Zpit ‘smile’, Zptim ‘to smile’ (Bible+) : Zmtim (Philo etc.), Zmb(a)tim (Knik‘ 
hawatoy= “Seal of faith", 7th cent.). Dial.: Ararat Zapatel : Moks, Salmast, Tiflis, 
Alaskert *zmtal, Kürin zmnil [HAB 2: 234b]. No acceptable etymology in HAB 2: 
234b. The comparison with Olc. gaman ‘Freude, Spaß, Wollust’, MHG gampen, 
gumpen ‘to spring’ etc. (< PIE *g""em-b-; see Jahukyan 1967: 200) implies that the 
nasal in the Armenian form is original. However, the etymology is highly uncertain, 
and zpit is the oldest and principal form. In my view, Zp(i)t- has developed to *zmbt- 
(cf. “Knik“ hawatoy") with nasal epenthesis, then *Zmbt- was simplified to *Zmt-. 

*xabarik-a-tu, lit. ‘who gives information or news’ > Hadrut‘ xambarkatu 
‘spider’ (see Polosyan 1965: 286-7, without etymology); cf. xabar-bezan ‘spider’ 
(Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan, FW 2003, Larabal). 
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xipilik *demon, nightmare’ > dial. xmblik “house spirit or goblin, brownie’ 
(T*oxBar apud Amatuni 1912: 696a). 

hapalas ‘bilberry, Vaccinium Myrtillus L.' (Geoponica) from Arab. habb-al-as : 
Svedia hambälus [HAB 3: 44-45; Acatyan 2003: 575; Andreasyan 1967: 176, 370b; 
Gyozalyan 2001: 17]. See also s.v. ałełn ‘bow’. 

hpart ‘proud’ > Sam&adin *hmbart, in compound tärtäk-hmbart ‘empty-proud’; 
see textual illustrations in Xemé‘yan 2000: 172a", 221a”. 

Sahpalut ‘chestnut’ (an Iranian loan, cf. Pahl. sah-balüt ‘id.’, lit. ‘royal acorn’) > 
Larabat smbalut‘ ‘chestnut’ [Hübschmann 1897: 272; HAB 3: 486a]. 


Before a velar 


Jagejor > Zangezur (for an etymological discussion see Margaryan 1988: 
125-126). 

For examples in Zeyt'un see Aéaryan 2003: 139. Here Acaryan argues that Sak ‘ar 
‘sugar’ > Zeyt'un Zonk ‘oy (*San-k‘ar) is due to re-interpretation as San k ‘ar "dog's 
stone". 

An older example may be seen in Arm. kngum vs. k'ak'um and Pahl. kakum 
‘white weasel’, see s.v. ak ‘is and *c'asum. 


Compositional epenthesis 


*ayg-hot-k‘ ‘ceremony on the morning after a funeral’ > Larabat ik 'navaet, Ararat 
ek'nafotek', Juta nagnaxot, Samaxi ink‘nahot, etc.; also Larabat ik‘ndrat (with arawt 
*pasturing"); see s.v. ayg ‘morning’. 

*ar-i-kot ‘precipitous, sloped’ (cf. ar-i-kot-eal in Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.16 vs. 
z-ar-i-kot(-eal) ‘precipitous’ in “Book of Chries" etc.) > Hamsen arange? (cf. 
Xotorjur *arikot, Mus, Van*arkof); see 1.3. 

maskat‘ew ‘(having) a wing of skin’ (an epithet of the bat in Hexaemeron 8), 
"bat" (Alexander Romance etc.) > HamSen maskant ‘ew (see s.v.). 


Ambiguous cases 


It is sometimes unclear whether we are dealing with epenthesis or metathesis, or 
analogical influence. 

gruz ‘curly’ (MidArm. and dialects of Cilicia, Van, Agulis, etc. A¢aryan (HAB 1: 
601) assumes that Van, Salmast, Nor Bayazet krunj is the original form and for the 
sound change nj > z compares koriz ‘stone or hard seed of fruits’ which appears in 
Larabat (körenj) and the Van-group (*kotinj) with -nj (see also HAB 2: 648b; 
Davt‘yan 1966: 77). However, the nasalless form koriz is attested in literature 
(Hexaemeron, Paterica, Grigor Magistros, etc.) and is present in most of the dialects, 
such as Hamsen, T‘iflis, Ararat, Samaxi, etc.; cf. also Juta klez and Agulis Do: It is 
more probable, then, that koriz is the original form, and Larabal/Van *kor/tinj has a 
non-etymological epenthetic -n- or should be explained as follows: *kotiz > *kotiz-n 
(additional -n, on which see 2.2.1.3) > *kotinj. Similarly, gruz ‘curly’ > *gruz/z-n 
(cf. Larabat karaz-n-ut) > Van etc. 
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For both words no acceptable etymologes are recorded in HAB. Is gruz ‘curly’ 
related with Pers. gurs ‘curled hair; a ringlet’ (see Steingass 1082a)? 

Sometimes we have an alternation VnC : VC where the nasal seems to be 
epenthetic, e.g. Sebastia tłunk vs. Baberd tluk ‘a kind of water worm’. However, the 
only attested form NPI tatkunk‘ may suggest an original *tłukn, and Sebastia funk is 
probably due to metathesis, cf. armukn ‘elbow’ (q.v.) > most of dialects *armunk. 


2.1.30.2 Epenthetic -r- 


ac-el-i ‘razor’ (Bible+; several dialects) : Mus, AlaSkert, Nor Bayazet, Ozim, 
Ararat, Marata *arceli [HAB 1: 102b]. 

acu ‘garden-bed’ < PIE *h;(e)g-us-ih>- (cf. Gr. dyvia, pl. &yviai f. ‘street, road’ 
(q.v.) > Nor Juta arcu (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 100a; cf. NHB 1: 21b); see s.v. 
acu. Given the etymology of the word, the -r- should be seen as epenthetic. 

bazanem ‘to divide’ (Bible+; ubiquitous in the dialects; borrowed from Iran. 
*baZ-) is spelled as barzan- in a number of sources like Xosrovik (8" cent.) etc. The 
-r-, as is explicitly pointed out by Acaryan (HAB 1: 381b), has no etymological 
value. 

hosem ‘to make flow, pour down, winnow’ (Bible+; dial.). From this verb a 
derivative in -eli is found in dialects designating a ‘winnowing-fan’, namely *hoseli. 
A number of dialects (Mus, Bulanox, Ararat, Lazax) have *horseli. For the 
description of the object, see HayLezBrbBar 3: 2004: 308a. According to Acaryan 
(HAB 3: 315), the latter is the original form, and the -r- has dropped everywhere 
else. It is not clear, however, why the -r- would drop in the underlying verb without 
there being a single trace in the whole of classical and MidArm. literature, but be 
preserved in some dialectal forms in a derivative. An epenthesis seems more 
probable. 

A hitherto unnoticed feature of this phenomenon is that in all these cases the 
epenthetic -r- appears only in derivative forms. In other words, there are no forms 
like verbal *arc- and *hors- vs. acem and hosem, and the -r- is present only in 
derivatives like *arc-u, *arc-eli, *hors-eli. 

Similarly, in the Armenian dialects of Syria, ClArm. ast! ‘star’ (q.v.) is reflected 
as ust/dl, but its diminutive suffixed as well as plural forms have an inserted -r- or 
-ř-: Svedia arasdlag, arastig, K‘abusie arastak, pl. aras(a)tannir or -nnoyr, Aramo 
arstloir. In this case the epenthesis may have been prompted by contamination with 
arastal ‘ceiling’, taken metaphorically as ‘starry sky’; see 3.7.1. 

Another peculiarity is that the epenthesis often occurs before sibilants and 
affricates. 


Further examples: 

xuc‘ ‘small chamber’ (5th cent.+; several dialects) > Akn xurc' [HAB 2: 
422-423]. 

karz, dial. kaz- : MPers. kac, NPers. kaz ‘raw or floss silk’ > Arab. gaz > NPers. 
qaz, see Maciuszak 1996: 30. 

koc ‘stem, beam; ankle’ > Xotorjur koyj (< *korc) ‘balkony’ [Acarean 1913: 
590a; HAB 2: 626a; YusamXotorj 1964: 472b; Kostandyan 1985: 63]. 
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kovcuc ‘a kind of lizard’, composed of kov ‘cow’ and cuc ‘sucking’; in some 
dialects: kovrcuc; see s.v. kov-a-diac '. 

stec/stec *weaver's vertical stick’: Moks asterc (or sterc). According to N. 
Simonyan (1979: 245-246), Moks *sterc has preserved the original form, with -7-. 

Other: Xotorjur, Sebastia *katart‘ vs. HamSen, Trapizon kalat‘ ‘a big basket 
from Gr. xáAaoc, see Acarean 1913: 541b. 

Also in modern times: Russ. bloknot ‘note-book’ > Colloquial Arm. bloknort‘. 

According to M. Muradyan (1962: 64), in Satax we find epenthesis also in 
hangoyc' ‘knot’ > xangyörc‘, and pahez ‘kitchen-garden’ >paxrez. These cases are 
ambiguous, however. The former may be due to contamination with gorc "work, 
weaving', and the latter probably reflects the original Iranian form: *pahrez. 
Compare *bahel ‘to spade’ > Kak'avaberd bihril, pihril. As correctly stated by H. 
Muradyan (1967: 101), here the -r- is etymological: *bahar. 


2.1.30.3 Miscellaneous 


sr > str 


See 2.1.25, on tzruk ‘leech’. Compare Latv. strauja ‘stream’, Russ. struja ‘stream’, 
Olc. straumr ‘stream’ next to Lith. srauja, Skt. srav- ‘to stream, flow’, etc. from PIE 
*srou- ‘to flow, stream’ (see s.vv. aru, arog). 


-sn C- > -stnC- 


Nor Naxijewan lustnga ‘moony night’ (< lusn(a)kay) vs. lusin ‘moon’ [HAB 2: 
296a]. 


2.1.31 Epithetic -t after sibilants 


atues ‘fox’ (q.v.) > Karéewan divest [Muradyan 1960: 188b]. 

ak ‘is (i-stem) ‘weasel’ (q.v.) > Xotorjur ak'ist ‘weasel’, Axalc'xa ak ‘ist ‘rat’. 
Curiously enough, the same kind of additional - is found in Oss. myst ‘mouse’ < 
*mus- (cf. Cheung 2002: 206); cf. mystüleg ‘weasel’ and Lat. müstela ‘weasel’. 
Compare arnet ‘rat’ (HAB s.v.). 

sres ‘a kind of edible mountain-herb that produces a sticky paste’ (late and poorly 
attested; widespread in the dialects, including those in extreme north, east and 
south-west) < Pers. *sires, cf. siri$ ‘id.’, sirisim ‘glue; bird-lime’ [HAB 3: 544-545], 
Skt. sres- ‘to adhere, to stick, to be attached’, etc. Some of the dialects have a final -t 
: Ararat, Ala&kert, Van, Urmia, Salmast, Marala, Juta [HAB 3: 545a; GwrUrmSalm 
2, 1898: 98]. 

It seems that we are dealing with another case of the epithetic -t following a 
sibilant. Note, however, Pers. sirist ‘mingle, mixture’ or ‘nature’ (see HAB 3: 545a), 
Khot. ssista- adj. ‘attaching, hold’, as well as the infinitive: Pers. siristan ‘to mingle’ 
= Pahl. sristan ‘to mix, knead’ < *srés- (see MacKenzie 1971: 76). Since most of 
these dialects are located in areas neighbouring with Iran (SE Armenia) and in Iran 
itself, one may alternatively connect the Armenian 7 to those Iranian forms with -t-, 
although an epithetic - should not be ruled out completely. 
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poz ‘horn’ : Juta pozd, Agulis puzt [HAB 4: 93b]. 

hangoyc ' ‘knot’ > dial. *hangust [HAB 3: 37b]. 

patroys ‘inoculation, grafting’ > Hamsen badrust, Muš padrust, Svedia badrest, 
Juta patrust [HAB 4: 54a]. 

For more examples in HamSen see Acaryan 1947: 74. For a discussion of one of 
them see s.v. asem ‘to say’. In Hamsen /stus K ristos < from Yisus K ristos (see 
Acaryan 1947: 74), Istus is clearly influenced by K istos. 

Found also in modern borrowings from Russian: fókus > Axalk'alak* fok ‘ust (in a 
manuscript written by the father of Mane-Erna Sirinyan), Russ. kolbasd ‘sausage’ > 
Arm. dial. kalbast, rus ‘Russian’ > rust (for these and some more examples, see 
Aéaryan 1952: 85). 


2.1.32 Hiatus, glide 


The glide -h- is found in a few dialectal and late literary forms belonging to words 
of native origin, cf. *ar-a-h-orm-i vs. *ar-orm-i “a log or wooden structure that 
supports the wall or the ceiling of a house’, gi-h-i vs. gi ‘juniper’, *e-h-al ‘to go’, 
place-name K 'ar-a-hunj = k'ar + -a- + unj ‘bottom’. 

Examples from loanwords: dial. *dahek < dayeak ‘nurse’ (q.v.); dial. vrayek 
‘rain’ > Hamsen vraheg, where, as A¢aryan 1947: 36 points out, the -h- is due to the 
hiatus (horanj). There is also a contracted form, viz. vreg (ibid.). 

Before a labial vowel we often find -w-, e.g. ark'ayut'iwn ‘kingdom’ > Larabat 
ark'avót'un [HAB 1: 347a], Moks drk‘dwut‘in, ark'awot'ín [Orbeli 2002: 99"?!, 
124N”®], etc. Compare the development V"AV > V"wV in e.g. jul(a)hak ‘weaver’, 
dial. also ‘spider; spider-web' (from Pers. julahak *weaver) > *juhalak (with 
metathesis, cf. Zeyt‘un chalog, j'halog, T'iflis, Ararat *juhlak, Jula juxlak) > 
*juwalak, cf. Malat'ia juvalag, Tigranakert &üvläg, etc. 


2.1.33 Loss 


2.1.33.1 Loss of w before r or loss of intervocalic w 


Szemerényi (1960: 20-21) assumes that the sequences ewa, owa, awa suffered loss 
of intervocalic -w- and subsequent contraction: nor ‘new’ < *newaros (cf. Gr. 
veapóc ‘young’), sor ‘hole’ < PIE *kowor- (cf. Lat. caverna ‘cavern, grotto, cave, 
hole’), erkan ‘millstone’ < *erkawan-, and the genitives of the type a?ber ‘well’ and 
aler ‘flour’ from *atbewar(os), *alewar(os), with the instrumental -erb from 
*-ewarbi. Alabekyan (1981: 104) points out that the loss of -w- occurs especially 
when followed by the suffix *-ro- or determinative *-r-. Note also golorsi, -ea-c' 
‘vapour, steam’, if from QIE *uol-HuVrs-ieh;- ‘warm vapour’ (cf. Hitt. uarsa- ‘fog, 
mist’, Gr. &&pon ‘dew’, etc.) > PArm. *wol-a(w)orsiya-; see s.v. gol *warmish, 
lukewarm; warmth'. 


168 Note also zohal, zöhal ‘the planet Saturn’ > Zval Asti, the princess of India (Hndkastan) in 
a folk-tale from Bate’ (see HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 361-375). However, Zval is the modernized 
orthographic variant of Zual Ast? “the Star Zual in the original text (Haykuni 1901: 321-333). 
One should then reckon with the alternative possibility which would imply a mere loss of the 
-h- (Zuhal > Zual) rather than Zuhal > Zuwal. 
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Kortlandt (2003: 29-30 = 1980: 102) adduces these examples in his chronology 
under PA 12c (“Loss of labialization before So, *u, and nonsyllabic *7"), stressing 
the opposition GSg atber and aler : NSg albewr, alewr. He further (2003: 103) 
points out that “there is no reason to assume an intervocalic *-w- in nor and sor, 
which evidently adopted the suffix *-ro- at an early stage”. Similarly, Beekes (2003: 
165) derives nor from *neu-ro- (> *nou-ro- > nor), with *-ro- replacing *-o-, and 
GSg alber from *brewr-os, the reshaped gen. of atbiwr. On the latter see also 
Eichner 1978: 153-154. 

It has been assumed, however, that a?ber has developed from *atbewer by regular 
loss of intervocalic *-w-. For references and more details see s.vv. atbewr and alewr. 
As for sor ‘hole, den, cave’ (cf. Gr. xóap n. ‘hole’, Lat. caverna ‘cave, hole’, etc.), I 
prefer to derive it directly from *kowHro- (> PArm. *sowaro-) and treat as a case of 
loss of intervocalic -w-. 

Kortlandt (2003: 103) leaves out erkan from the list since there is no evidence for 
-w- in the Armenian form, cf. Lith. girna etc. He adds nerd-i, GSg of neard ‘sinew’ 
(< *sneh ur-t-). I think this is ambiguous since any -ea- automatically yields -e- in 
pretonic position. As for the loss of -w- in NSg neard, Kortlandt (op. cit. 103) 
characterizes it as “delabialization before non-final -r- <...> as in leard ‘liver’”. This 
seems to imply that the rule is not confined to the sequence -wrV-, since here we 
have *ne(H)wrt- > *ne(w)art- > neard. At a certain stage this is, in fact, an 
intervocalic position. However, Beekes (2003: 165) assumes that the loss of the w in 
NSg neard is analogical after the (old) oblique cases: *snewr-, which lost its w just 
like atber. 

The secondary w (that is, -w- not from PIE *-u-) is not lost before r, cf. PIE GSg 
*phstrós > Arm. GSg hawr ‘of father’; *smokru-eh;- > mawruk‘ ‘beard’. 


2.1.33.2 Loss of the initial vowel or syllable 


Loss of pretonic i- or u- is well-known, cf. ner *husband's brother’s wife; husband's 
other wife’ vs. Gr. eivatepec, Skt. yatar-, Lat. pl. ianitricés, etc. (see s.v.). See also 
HAB, s.vv. hreay and ver. 

The pretonic vowel or syllable of trisyllabic words is lost in Larabal and adjacent 
dialects which have penultimate accent. This mainly concerns derivatives. 

a(r)celi ‘razor’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects) > Larabat, Goris, Samaxi cili 
(> Udi cili), Agulis céli [HAB 1: 102b; Margaryan 1971: 211]; akanat ‘trap’ > 
Larabat kanat ‘net for catching birds’ [HAB 1: 109ab]. 

*ayg-hot-k‘ ‘ceremony on the morning after a funeral’and ho? ‘earth’, Eastern 
*ayg-n-a-ho! > Samaxi ink'nahol and k'nahot. The latter variant may be due to 
reinterpretation as composed of k‘un ‘sleep’ and hot ‘earth’. See s.v. ayg ‘morning’. 

asaranoc ' ‘oil-mill’ > Larabat sranoc' [S. A. Avagyan 1978: 28-32]. 

kalamar ‘inkpot’ from Gr. xaAauópiov (Paterica, Grigor Magistros, etc.) > Juta 
tambar (Aéatean 1940: 111, 159, 368a; T. Abgarean 1966: 94); cf. kalampar in 
Karin and Axalc'xa, with an epenthetic p [HAB 2: 492-493], also in the Turkish- 
Armenian dictionary (c. 1720 AD) by Elia Muselyan Karnec'i [C‘ugaszyan 1986: 
42"?. 123]. 
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hac 'ahan ‘an implement for taking out the baked bread’ (Zak‘aria K‘anak*erc‘i, 
17* cent.) > Samaxi cahan vs. Larabat and Goris cahan [HAB 3: 65a; Margaryan 
1975: 112, 406b]. 

*Cerekoy > Larabat &'"ürügü ‘until evening’ [Acarean 1913: 879b], probably 
from *(min)c -erekoy. 

On the basis of this evidence, I propose the following etymologies. 

Aéaryan (1913: 390a; HAB 2: 223b) interprets Larabat *zamazamk‘ ‘twilight’ as 
*Zam-a-zam, lit. ‘time of the church service’. Next to *Zamazamk‘, however, there 
are many forms with final ak" : Larabal, Ganjak *zmazank‘ [Amatuni 1912: 229a; 
HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 154a], adv. Zamazank -in [K‘amaleanc‘ 1893: 35.7, 4517, 
65-?] and Zimank -in, the latter being rendered as aljamuljin [Lalayan 2, 1988: 443], 
Metri Zamazunk‘ [Atayan 1954: 299], Hadrut‘ iZimázenk? [Potosyan 1965: 15], etc. 
The -nk‘ forms are more frequent in folklore texts. One may derive this word from 
ClArm. alfjamulj ‘darkness’, positing a formation with -ayn-k' found with other 
terms for time (cf. hram-en-k‘, valord-ayn, see HAB s.vv.): *(al)jamulj-ayn-k' > 
*Zamuzaynk' > zamazank‘. The more widespread by-form *zamazenk‘ may be 
analogical after the most productive pattern of compounds with conjunction -a-, and 
*zam-a-zam-k‘ is due to folk etymology. If the form alj-a-m-alj (see Karst 1930: 
109), with internal -a-, really exists, it may strengthen the postulation of Larabat 
*Zamaz-ayn-k'. 

Goris caravand ‘thick beams as part of the ceiling’ [Margaryan 1975: 434a], 
Larabat *crawand ‘id.’ [Acarean 1913: 734b]. I suggest a composition of a(w)car 
‘ceiling’ (cf. Larabal, Lori, Moks etc. *o/ocor-k', see HAB 1: 140a) and *vand- ‘a 
framework of wooden bars, a wooden trellis-work’, cf. vand-ak ‘a wicker basket, 
net; a wooden trellis-work’. Thus: *(aw)car-a-vand *wooden framework of the 
ceiling’. 


2.1.33.3 Loss of r 

Compare p 'esay ‘bridegroom; son-in-law’ (Bible+; dial.) < *perk- and tesanem ‘to 
see’ < *derk- vs. harsn ‘bride’ (see Winter 1966: 205). One may a priori assume an 
accent-dependent distribution: *p'ersáyi > p‘esay, *tersaném(i) > tesanem ` *hárs-n 
> boren. The -r- is lost, then, in unaccented syllables, before a sibilant. However, the 
material is scanty, and the etymology of p‘esay is not very certain. Both problems 
(the initial p - and the loss of *-r-) occur also with the hypothetical derivation of 
p‘os ‘furrow, trench; hollow; channel’ from PIE *pork- (see s.v.). 

There is no loss of -r- in ors, o-stem ‘hunt; animal for hunting’ (Bible+; dial.), 
perhaps from PIE *iork-o- ‘deer, roe’ (cf. Gr. óópxoc, Gopé, iopxoc, etc., Corn. 
yorch, ‘roe’, Welsh iwrch); see s.v. 

Further: -parist vs. pastem ‘to adore’, from Iranian *pari-sta- (see Meillet 1922k: 
217; HAB 4: 23-24). 

On Moks $oräk’Ik” ‘retention of the urine’ < *sr-a(r)gil-k see 2.1.39.2 
(Aéaryan’s Law). 
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2.1.34 Haplology 


An old example is tuarac ‘herdsman’ = fuar ‘cattle’ + arac ‘pasturing’; see s.v. 
place-name Tuarac-a-tap'. The Urartian match, with Tuarasini hubi, provides us 
with a unique clue for the absolute chronology of this haplological sound change. In 
a fairy-tale from Berd (Sam&adin) one finds vaexcarac ‘shepherd’ [Xemé‘yan 2000: 
35a- 7], with the same kind of haplology: oc xar ‘sheep’ + arac. 

A dialectal example is xałoł ‘grapes’ > Hamsen havöt and xatot vs. xatot-eni > 
Hamsen xałəni, with haplological loss of -(o)ł- [Aéatyan 1947: 53-54]. This example 
helps to clarify the conditions of haplology. It shows that one of the two identical or 
similar phoneme groups undergoes haplological loss if these groups are not in final 
position. 

Haplology may also occur when the two groups of phonemes are partially 
identical; cf. *orb-ew-ayri ‘widow’ > Nor Naxijewan orfari, ofari (older erp ‘evari); 
see s.v. ayri ‘widow’. Thus, -p ‘(e)-va- > -fa-, or, as far as ofari is concerned, 
-rp ‘e-war- > -far-. However, this is ambiguous; other explanations are also possible, 
e.g. allegro speech (see the next paragraph), or simplification of the cluster 
-rp '(e)va- > -r(p ')fa-; the absence of the first r in afari might be due to dissimilatory 
loss. 


2.1.35 Allegro 


Allegro forms occur frequently in compounded kinship terms. Typical examples are 
the derivations of hayr ‘father’: hor-eibayr ‘paternal uncle’: Suc‘ava bab or, 
Hamsen hərb ‘er, Larabat Gm er [HAB 3: 32b], Karéewan hérbar [H. Muradyan 
1960: 82-83, 199b], ere: hor-a-k'oyr ‘paternal aunt’ > Larabat, Hadrut‘ hák'u, 
hak ‘ur [HAB 3: 32b; Davt‘yan 1966: 415], etc. 

For hör-a-k‘oyr ‘paternal aunt’ and mor-a-k'oyr ‘maternal aunt’ > Kak‘avaberd 
hák'ur and mák'ur, H. Muradyan (1967: 101) suggests the following scenario: the 
component hör has been dropped first, and then the initial h- is added to the 
remaining part *ak ‘ur, which is found in other dialects as ak ‘ir. This is unnecessarily 
complicated. Moreover, *ak ‘ir (Larabal d-k‘er) is best explained as a vocative form 
of k'oyr ‘sister’ (see HAB 4: 587a). Thus, hor-a-k‘oyr > hak ‘ur is merely an allegro 
or, perhaps better, a haplologized form: *horak ur > hak ‘ur. 


Other examples: *orb-ew-ayri ‘widow’ > Nor Naxijewan orfari, ofari (older 
erp 'evari); see 2.1.34 (on haplology). 

Larabat singydem < *es inc‘ gitem? literally: “what do I know?" [HZHek‘ 6, 
1973: 454-5]; C'aylu, Marala isnam? ‘id.’ < inč‘ imanam or inc‘ gitenam (see 
Davt‘yan 1966: 362). 

Urmia, Salmast sma? (next to inc'hma?) ‘why?’, literally ‘for what?’ 
[GwrUrmSalm 1, 1897: 544]. 

Metri *k ‘san- ‘early morning’, probably from *giser-hana-, unless very old (see 
s.v. giser ‘night’). 
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2.1.36 Tabu, euphemism 


As we know, some notions, in particular certain animals (such as ‘bear’, ‘wolf’, 
‘snake’, ‘ant’, ‘spider’), are liable to formal or semantic distortions or to 
replacements for reasons of tabu. ^? 

Arm. arj cannot be derived from PIE *hortko- ‘bear’ (cf. Gr. dpxtoc, Skt. rksa-, 
Hitt. hartagga-, etc.) through regular sound developments. The irregularity may be 
explained by tabu [HAB 1: 334b; Acaryan 1971: 722]. Typologically similar 
phenomena of distortion of the words for e.g. ‘bear’ and ‘snake’ for tabu purposes 
are found in other IE languages (see Edelman 2003: 126-127). On tabu of ‘bee’ see 
Gauthiot 1910-11. In the case of Arm. arj perhaps a contamination with arjn ‘black’ 
too played a role. This is conceivable in view of the variety of designations for 
‘bear’ in different languages (for some examples see Uspenskij 1978: 125; I¢iro 
1989: 458; Edelman 2003: 124). This variety is usually explained by tabu [Meillet 
1906: 7-12]. In Slavic, the PIE name for ‘bear’ has completely disappeared on 
account of tabu whereas that of ‘wolf? has been preserved [BernStejn 1984: 13]. The 
basic term for ‘bear’ in Armenian has often been replaced by designations like /eran 
catkakox ‘flower-trampler of the mountain’, tanj-a-ker 'pear-eater' (cf. Russ. 
medved’ ‘honey-eater’), k'eri ‘uncle’, etc. [HAB 1: 334b]. According to Gabikean 
(1952: 224; see also HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 221a), Sebastia Jeton catkakox refers to 
‘wolf’. Note also dial. arj-a-blo ‘ghost, monster’, composed of arj ‘bear’ and *bolo 
*bogy, ghost, monster'. For other examples see A. S. Petrosyan 1995: 163. 

This phenomenon, however, has been misused frequently. For instance, A¢aryan 
(Aéatyan 1971: 722) explains the phonological irregularity of kamurj ‘bridge’ vs. 
Gr. yepöopa (Boeot. Pépvpa, Cret. óépopa, Lac. /Hesychius/ dfgovpa) by tabu. It is 
not conceivable, however, why would a word for ‘bridge’ undergo a tabu-influence. 
Besides, the word can be of substratum origin (see H. Martirosyan 2007: 97-99 for 
more detail). Therefore one should try to corroborate the assumption on a concrete 
case with cultural data. Such an explicit information can be found e.g. for ‘bear’ in 
Dersim where women were afraid to pronounce the name of the bear and used other 
designations instead (see Halajyan 1973: 287b). For comparable data from Russian 
ethnography see e.g. Uspenskij 1978: 120 with lit. 

In the dialect of Metri, beside the regular form or? ‘bear’, one finds 977 with 
irregular vocalism which was used 1) by hunters; 2) by people when supposing a 
danger. Alayan (1954: 85, cf. 263b) explains this irregularity through tabu and notes 
also gül from gay! ‘wolf? (q.v.). One may wonder: why 9-? Perhaps the form has 
been taken from the neighbouring dialect of Agulis, where 977 regularly stands for 
ClArm. arj (see Acarean 1935: 21; M. Zak'aryan 2008: 335). Note, however, that in 
Metri and adjacent dialects the same irregularity is found also in a few other words, 
such as gam ‘to come’, garn ‘lamb’, gari ‘barley’, mayri ‘forest’, etc. Further see 
s.v. gayl “wolf. 

Also the snake often became subject for tabu (see above). Atayan (1987: 397) 
records a folk-belief in the villages of Metri according to which the snake will 
appear if you mention its name, so people used words meaning ‘rope’ (t ‘ok, c'at'u, 
paran) instead; cf. also lar ‘a kind of snake’ from ‘cord, rope’. In view of this, the 


19 On tabu in Armenian see Jahukyan 1992: 21. 
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explanation of the peculiar form of the word awj ‘snake’ through tabu (see Acaryan 
1971: 722) seems plausible. However, even here one has to be cautious since there is 
a phonological explanation: PIE *hng"”-i- > PArm. *an"gi > *awg"i (with *g" > *g" 
regularly before *u/w) > *awj-i-. 

See also s.vv. mor(m) ‘tarantula’, mrjiwn ‘ant’. 

Some words have been replaced by semantically related forms. For instance, 
antanik' ‘family’ substitutes the word for ‘wife’ (see AéafLiak 2005: 11). Similarly: 
Van andivor ‘family’ > ‘wife, spouse’ [HAB 1: 186b]. 

I wonder if Skt. jayá- f. ‘woman, wife’ (RV+) can be explained in the same way. 
If this word indeed belongs to jan’ ‘to be born, produce’, its basic meaning might 
have been something like ‘race, tribe, family’ (cf. jatd- ‘born; birth, origin, race’, jå- 
mf ‘child, family, descendance’, etc.). In this case we might be dealing with ‘tribe, 
family’ > ‘wife’ comparable to the development of Arm. antanik‘. 

As is convincingly demonstrated by Aéaryan (HAB 4: 632), the village-name 
Kot‘ has been replaced by Adiyaman, lit. Turk. *Odd-named", since the Turkish 
pronunciation of Kot‘ is göt, and this is homonymous with Turk. göt ‘buttocks’. 

This is corroborated by the following. Arm. kot‘ ‘handle’ is pronounced as göt in 
the dialect of Hamsen. Since the speakers of Hamsen all understand Turkish, they 
deliberately avoid using the word and replace it by böc‘ < poč“ ‘tail’. This is the 
explicit interpretation given by the inhabitants of Gagri as an answer to Acaryan's 
inquiry (ibid.). 


2.1.37 Folk-etymology; blend or contamination 


For examples and discussion of sound changes based on folk-etymological 
reinterpretation see AcarLiak 6, 1971: 728-733, 840; Alayan 1984: 88-91; 1987: 
269. For examples and the notion of folk-etymology in general see e.g. Krahe 1970: 
91-92. In what follows I adduce a few examples from Armenian dialects. 

The Arm. compound *ayg-hot-k‘ ‘ceremony at the next morning after the funeral’ 
is omposed of ayg ‘morning’ and hot ‘earth’. In Samaxi this word is continued in 
two forms that are difficult to explain through regular phonetic developments: 
ink ‘nahat and k ‘nahot. These forms can be due to folk-etymological reinterpretation 
as ink'(n) ‘himself? + -a- + hot ‘earth’ (cf. Atayan 1984: 88) and k‘un ‘sleep’ + -a- + 
hot ‘earth’, respectively; see s.v. ayg ‘morning’. 

Arm. andund ‘abyss’ is represented by Larabat anddxta, which might be 
explained by a folk-etymological reinterpretation as *and oxt(n) *‘at the seven(th 
layer of the Underworld)’; see s.v. andund-k' ‘abyss’. 

The compound *ayri-knik ‘widowed woman’ (cf. Zeyt‘un eriganag) has become 
erig-gnig < *ayrik-knik ‘widow’, lit. ‘husband-wife’ or ‘man(ly)-wife’ in 
Tigranakert; see s.v. ayri ‘widow’. 

Arm. Salgam ‘turnip’ is attested in the 12th century onwards, and is widespread in 
dialects. The by-form šołgam is found in “Geoponica” (13th cent.) and in the 
dialects of Akn, Xarberd, Tigranakert (*solgam), Zeyt'un (Suxg'o/om), Sebastia 
(Zoxbank^) [HAB 3: 489-490]. One may wonder if the by-form so/gam is due to 
folk-etymological association with sof ‘ray, shine’; cf. the following riddle from 
Bates, the village of Xult‘ik (see Tarönean 1961: 113, 164): 
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Gluxn i xol, 
Murusn i Sot 
“The head - in soil, the beard - in ray, shine”. 
Examples for blend or contamination can be found s.vv. asr ‘fleece’, lezu 
‘tongue’, loganam ‘to bathe’, metr ‘honey’, mun ‘itch, gnat’. 


2.1.38 Semantic differentiation of phonological alternants 

ClArm. hogi, ogi ‘soul, spirit, person’ (both Bible+) is probably of native origin and 
may be related with hewam ‘to breathe heavily’ and hov ‘cool’; see 2.1.16.2. The 
alternants have become semantically differentiated in Modern Armenian: hogi ‘soul’ 
vs. ogi ‘spirit, spiritual power, zeal’ [HAB 3: 107b]. 

A variant of this process is seen in dialects. It should be first of all noted that the 
by-form ogi is almost absent in dialects whereas hogi is ubiquitous. In Agulis, we 
find two forms: h&g””i ‘person’, with the regular vocalic reflex, and höki ‘soul’, a 
literary loan, with no vocalic shift [Acarean 1935: 67, 69, 370; HAB 3: 108b]. More 
illustrative is Juta with its triple representation: (1) xog‘i ‘person’, which is the 
oldest by-form in view of the regular reflex h > x; (2) vog‘ ‘soul’, a literary loan 
from the by-form ogi ; (3) hog‘ ‘soul’, a literary loan from the by-form hogi 
[Aéafean 1940: 72, 114, 373b; HAB 3: 108]. In both dialects the older, genuine 
dialectal forms have the meaning ‘person’, whereas the recent forms which have 
been borrowed from the literary language refer to ‘soul’. 

Examples from Alaskert: ClArm. antrem > AlaSkert handarel ‘to select’ vs. antrel 
‘to make one's choice, vote’ [Madat'yan 1985: 189]; ClArm. azg > Alaskert ask 
‘relative, kinsman, kindred’ vs azg ‘people, nation, nationality’ [Madat‘yan 1985: 
180,]; in both cases the latter by-forms must be recent literary loans. A similar 
picture is seen in Agulis, g'urc ‘weaving, embroidery’ vs. gorc ‘work, opus, 
composition’ (see s.v. gorc “work, labour’). Further, see s.v. naw "boat, ship’. 

Other cases showing a similar formal contrast accompanied by semantic 
differentiation: 


dew, a-stem: GDSg div-i, GDPI div-a-c' (Bible) ‘spirit, demon’ (Bible), ‘angel’ 
(Elise, John Chrysostom), ‘soul’ (Plato). Iranian loanword, cf. MPers., NPers. dew 
*demon', YAv. daeuua- m. *demon, monster, idol’, etc. [Hübschmann 1897: 140; 
HAB 1: 657-658; EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 306-310]. 

This word is widespread in the dialects, mostly meaning ‘a monster-like mythical 
creature’. Some dialects which normally display a consonant shift b/d/g/ > p/t/k, 
have by-forms with d- and t-, with semantic differentiation: Moks tev ‘devil, Satan’ : 
dev ‘monster’ [HAB 1: 658b; Aéaryan 1952: 256, cf. 57]; Marata tev ‘devil, Satan’ : 
dev ‘mythical dragon’ [Aéarean 1926: 89, 391; HAB 1: 658b]. 

Of these by-forms, tev is undoubtedly the older one since it reflects the shift d > t 
regular for these dialects. The meaning of the older form tev is religious and suits the 
classical literary context. For an illustration compare a proverb from Moks (Orbeli 
2002: 1199): In‘ tev (var. sätäna) xac Ze" kap aa" : “(He) flees from the cross 
like a devil/Satan”. In most of the dialects the meaning ‘devil, Satan’ has been 
replaced by 'monster, dragon, giant, a meaning that has become dominant 
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obviously due to the extensive use of the word in folklore, especially in fairy-tales. 
Of other neighbouring languages, cf. e.g. the textual illustration for Kurd. dew cited 
in Cabolov 1, 2001: 304-305, in the motif of Cyclops. Consequently, the recent 
re-borrowing (perhaps partly due to Turkish influence, see Acarean 1926: 89) dev in 
given dialects comes to mean ‘monster, dragon’, whereas the older meaning ‘devil, 
Satan’ remained attached to the genuine dialectal form fev. 

Also Larabat has doublets tev/dev, although in this case no semantic 
differentiation is indicated [HAB 1: 658b; Davt^yan 1966: 341]. 


darman, o-stem, i-stem ‘cure, remedy, medicine; refreshment; provender, provision, 
victuals; care; subsistence, nourishment, maintenance’ (Bible+), an Iranian loan, cf. 
Pahl. darman “medicine, remedy' [MacKenzie 1971: 24; Nyberg 1974: 58b], 
probably related to Skt. dharman- n. ‘support, firm hold, fixed order, law’ (RV+) 
from PlIr. *d"ar- ‘to hold, keep, preserve, support’ [Hübschmann 1897: 138; HAB 
1: 640a; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 778-779, 780; EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 338]. 

Two basic meanings are found in dialects: ‘straw’ and ‘medicine, remedy’. Some 
dialects participating in the consonant devoicing shift display two forms: (1) with 
initial t- and the meaning ‘straw’; (2) with initial d- and the meaning ‘medicine, 
remedy’. For instance: HamSen farmon ‘straw’ vs. dermon ‘remedy’ [Acaryan 1947: 
22, 43, 226]; Moks tärman ‘straw’ vs. därman ‘remedy’ [Aéatean 1952: 255, cf. 
57]; Urmia/Xoy tärmän ‘straw’ vs. därman ‘remedy’ [M. Asatryan 1962: 194b], etc. 
The former 1s the genuine dialectal reflex of ClArm. (« Mlran.) darman whereas the 
latter is a recent (re-)borrowing from Persian or (as in Acaryan 1947: 226) Turkish. 

This can be corroborated by semantic analysis. All the Iranian forms (Pahl., 
NPers., Kurd. etc.) have only the meaning ‘medicine, remedy' (see the references 
above, especially EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 2003: 338; also Steingass 514a; Cabolov 1, 
2001: 277-278). The classical meanings ‘care’, ‘provision, victuals’ “subsistence, 
nourishment, maintenance’ etc., as well as the dialectal meaning ‘straw’ (from 
‘fodder’ < ‘nourishment, victuals’) should be treated as reflecting an Iranian older, 
unattested meaning (cf. Skt. dharman ‘support etc.’) rather than a semantic 
development from ‘medicine, remedy’. 

More evidence can be obtained from folklore texts, e.g. in Laziyan 1983 on 
Larabat: darman : xelk‘u darman, with synonymous xelk‘u car ‘remedy for 
intelligence’ (134-135); dardis darmen ‘remedy for my grief’ (157a, lines 11, 17); 
terman : in a narrative where a boy terman c'i tam “does not give straw/fodder" to 
the buffalo (82b. ); in a proverb (164a""’): K‘yohna terman a k‘amun tam ` (He) 
winnows old straw". 

On *darman-a-got *Milky Way’, ‘cloud’, see 3.1.3 and 1.3. 

Morphological alternants, too, seem to display semantic differentiation. For 
possible examples see s.vv. asein ‘needle’, ptu! ‘fruit’, utet ‘brain’. 
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2.1.39 Acaryan's Law 


2.1.39.1 Acaryan's Law with -o- Larabat 


Aéaryan’s Law describes the fronting of back vowels after voiced obstruents (see 
Acaryan 1952: 18-23, 40; Alayan 1964: 227-229; H. Muradyan 1982: 92-93; H. 
Muradyan apud Greppin/Khachaturian 1986: 27-33; Weitenberg 1986: 95-96; 1996: 
103-114; 1999 [2000]; Vaux 1998: 10-11. Here we will only be concerned with the 
vowel o in Larabat. 

The regular reflex of -o- following an initial voiced stop is -ó- in Larabat. Next to 
this, one also finds -o- > Larabat -e- (the examples are taken from the glossary in 
Davt‘yan 1966: 299: 503): 

boxi ‘hornbeam’ > póxi/e, péxi, 

bokik ‘barefoot’ > paépig’, pepeg”, 

botk ‘radish’ > paoxk/póxk and pexk, 

bor ‘bumble-bee, drone’ > Hadrut‘ and Salax per, next to Larabat porno, pürno 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 329, 363]; 

also word-internally: borbos- ‘to mould’ > perp 'ésne/il : *borbos- > *börbös- 
(Ataryan’s Law) > *börp ‘ös- (-rb- > -rp'-) > *p ‘örp ‘ös- (assimilation). 

There are no examples with go- and do-, apart from gortn-uk ‘little frog’ > 
Häer nuk, K'ér/rt'nuk, kért ‘nuk. Neither are there examples with initial unvoiced 
stops, including the labial ones: t‘o-, to-, p‘o-, po-, k'o-, ko-. One may therefore 
preliminarily formulate the following rule: as a result of Aéaryan’s Law (and the 
subsequent consonant shift), ClArm. bo- yields Larabat pe- (next to pö-). This can be 
due to labial dissimilation. 

A similar case is found with initial o- which regularly yields Larabat voé- or vé- 
(also word-internally, cf. sovorem ‘to learn’ > savaérel). This probably shows that 
the rule operates not only with voiced labial stop b- but also with voiced labial 
(labiodental) fricative v-. 

Note that mo- does not usually yield Larabat mó-, but one does find one instance 
with mo- > mae-: mocak ‘mosquito’ > maécak. 

As to gortn-uk ‘little frog! > Keit'nuk/keit'nuk, we may be dealing with 
dissimilative loss of the first of two labial vowels. 

For Larabat pr&sna, probably from *bros- (cf. Lazax p Tos, Laradat brosni) or 
brinc‘ ‘snowball-tree’, see 1.12.1. 

This material corroborates the assumption of A. Xaé'atryan 1984: 321-322 that 
Larabat pérp cl is the regular outcome of ClArm. borb- ‘to inflame’ rather than an 
archaic reflex of an otherwise unattested e-grade form *berb-. 

Similarly untenable is the derivation of Larabat kéłel and Metri géłil ‘to hide, 
conceal oneself? of an archaic *ge/-; A. Xac'atryan 1984: 321 convincingly argues 
that these forms rather continue gatel ‘to hide’ through Acaryan's Law. 


2.1.39.2 Aéaryan’s Law in inlaut 


Aéatyan’s Law also operated in inlaut, cf. arjasp ‘vitriol’ : Satax arcdps, Moks 
arcäsp or arcáp 's/arcäfs vs. AlaSkert arcasp, MuS arcaps, etc. (see s.v.). For more 
examples and some remarks concerning the relative chronology, see s.vv. argand 
*womb', ard ‘shape’. The law can be applied successfully in etymological research: 
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Moks Soräk’Ik” ‘sanepxanne Moun’ (= ‘retention of the urine’); e.g. Soräk’Ik” a ‘y 
Hero 3agepxxauue Moun’ [Orbeli 2002: 302]. The first component of this word is 
surely Ser’ ‘urine’ (Geoponica) which is widespread in the dialects [HAB 3: 510a]. 

There are MidArm. and dial. derivatives referring to the retention of urine: S(e)r- 
kap and sr-at [HAB, ibid.; Amatuni 1912: 147a; Aëatean 1913: 246b; Ter- 
Mkrtö‘yan 1970: 150,1; MijHayBar 2, 1992: 214a], with kap- ‘to tie, bind’ and 
*(h)at- ‘to cut’ respectively. It is conceivable that our Sarák'Ik? too contains a 
second member meaning ‘to bind’, ‘to cut’, ‘to hold, obstacle’, or the like. Another 
clue to the interpretation of the word can be provided by the palatal k”, presupposing 
an older *-ge- or *-gi- (Acaryan's Law). This brings us to ClArm. argel- ‘to forbid, 
obstacle, hinder, etc.', cf. Ozim arg'ilil etc. (see s.v.). Thus, Moks sorak' Ik? 
‘retention of urine’ goes back to *sr-a(r)gil-k‘, with loss of -r- (on which, see 
2.1.33.3). 


22 MORPHOLOGY 


2.2.1 Case system 


2.2.1.1 Vocative 


According to Acaryan (AécarLiak 6, 1971: 283, 336), in both Classical and Modern 
Armenian, the vocative is sometimes accented on the first syllable, cf. hayrik 
‘father’, máyrik ‘mother’, Kárapet, Lazar(e), Pétr-e/Pétros, etc. Traces of initial 
accentuation of vocative forms have been preserved in Armenian manuscripts 
[Torbiórnsson 1945; Weitenberg 2001: 65;]. The vocative frequently appears with 
the accented interjection particle óv (medieval and dial. ay). In this case the word 
itself loses the accent, e.g. óv (áy) mard ‘you man!’, áy tla ‘you boy!’, etc. (see Marr 
1903: 57; AécaiLiak 6, 1971: 283). A few examples are found in the Armenian 
rendering of the grammar of Dionysius Thrax: ó Hamuni, ó Mani, ó Nuni [Adonc‘ 
1915=2008: 246]. 

Armenian dialects provide rich evidence for vocative forms accented on the first 
syllable. Note e.g. HamSen voc. hayri ‘father’, mayri ‘mother’, cf. yéba, yéma 
[Aéatyan 1947: 175]. Also in the dialect of T‘iflis the accent is put on the first 
syllable when a word consists of two or more syllables, and monosyllables take an 
accented particle d, e.g. axper ‘brother’, vurt'i ‘son’, a sun ‘dog’, etc. (Tomson 
1890: 190). 

Here are some more examples from folklore texts: in P'iloyeanc* 1888 (Nor 
Bayazet): hárse (21"', 221%, 239); Hóromsim (25"*, 26); Máyran (31^); Margarit 
(34^, Báldasar, t'ágüvur (Moks, see SasCé 1, 1936: 315795, etc. The same is 
observable even when we are dealing with lexicalized expressions or formulae, such 
as tndkolner “you whose house may be destroyed!" (P'iloyeanc* 1888: 23"''), or 
word combinations, turban harse “you, dear sister-in-law (to whom may I be 
sacrificed)” (P‘iloyeanc‘ 1888: 21"'). 

When used with a vocative particle, the noun loses the accent. In some dialects 
this can also be seen in the vocalic difference, cf. Larabal vocative d-k'er vs. 
nominative kur from ClArm. k ‘oyr ‘sister’ (see HAB 4: 5872). Note also the auslaut 
reduction in e.g. d may < mayr ‘mother’ (see HZHek* 6, 1973: 409°”, 522'”°®). In 
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dialects which have penultimate accentuation, the last vowel of a disyllabic word 
may drop, cf. Tavus vocative á vo'rt' vs. va‘rt ‘i from ClArm. ordi ‘sun or daughter, 
offspring’, see Xem&‘yan 2000: 59b'!", 62a'”°,130a"”' (here note a vocative va‘rt ‘i 
in a few lines above, 130a", without the particle a and for this reason with the final - 
i preserved). 

The vocative with initial accentuation may be regarded as Indo-European 
inheritance (see Jahukyan 1959: 151-152; Alabekyan 1998: 123-124). In Vedic 
Sanskrit, the vocative, when accented, has the acute on the first syllable, e.g. pitar 
vs. NSg pitá (see Whitney 1960: 108-109; Macdonell 1993: 457; Szemerényi 1996: 
189; Burrow 2001: 235). The same is found in Greek: &óeAge vs. NSg döeApos 
‘brother’; óéeozota vs. deonotys “master (of the house), lord’; zazep vs. matýp 
‘father’; etc. (Rix 1992: 131-132, 38, 152; see also Meillet/Vendryes 1924: 498). For 
further discussion see Shields 1982: 53-524. One might also look for evidence in 
modern Iranian languages. Indeed, in Kurdish Awroman, according to MacKenzie 
(1966: 21): when no vocative particle is present the stress is brought forward to the 
first syllable of a noun. 

Apart from accentuation and particles, in Middle Armenian and especially in 
dialects the vocative can be formed with endings such as -i, -e, -2, -a. 

A typologically interesting way of forming vocatives 1s found in the Armenian 
dialects of Syria. Here the vocative of taygr ‘husband’s brother’ (Svedia dak, 
K'esab tägar) is a compound with ayr ‘man’: Svedia dák'rüre, K'esab tégrériv 
[Acatyan 2003: 589; Andreasyan 1967: 55, 277, 384b; C‘olak‘ean 1986: 218b; 
Gyozalyan 2001: 144]. Note also Svedia *ner-tikin and *tal-tikin, vocative forms of 
ner ‘husband’s brother's wife’ and tal ‘husband’s sister’ respectively, both 
containing tikin ‘mistress, lady’. 


2.2.1.2 Nominative *-s 


A clear relic of an old nominative *-s is seen in anic ‘nit, louse egg’ < QIE 
*s(k)onid-s vs. Gr. kovig < *xovid-¢. Further note *katc‘ vs. kat‘n ‘milk’, and hec‘ 
‘felloe’, if from *pelk-s (see s.vv.). Another possible example is dial. (Urmia, 
Salmast) urj ‘an island or peninsula in a river’, if belongs to urd ‘a small canal’ (< 
PIE *uh,rd’-, see s.v.) and derives from PArm. NSg *urd-s. 

I wonder if this *-s is responsible for cases like nom. atués ‘fox’ vs. oblique 
atues-. Compare also Bel vs. GDSg Belay: in Movses Xorenac‘i 1.10 and 1.11 
(1913=1991: 32-37; additional readings: 416-418), the nominative is always Bel, 
whereas the gen./dat. form is spelled as both Belay and Bélay. 

For further possible examples see s.vv. at ‘salt’, hac‘ ‘bread’, mic ‘mud, dirt’. 


2.2.1.3 Nominative-accusative: syncretism 


On this issue, as well as for the additional -n from PIE acc. *-m, see Meillet 1903b: 
234-238; Meillet 1922b; Weitenberg 1985; Kortlandt 1985. 

For a remarkable case, see kat‘n ‘milk’ vs. Agulis and Mei *kafc‘. Also s.v. us 
‘shoulder’. 

Arm. arjasp (attested since the 7th cent.) and arjaspn ‘vitriol’; the second 
component is borrowed from *span- or *à-span-, Therefore, the form arjaspn 
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should be considered as the original form, so we are dealing with loss of final -n in 
the 7th century. 


2.2.1.4 Genitive 


PIE GSg*-osyo-: Skt. -asya, Gr. -010, -ov, Arm. -oy, etc. see Meillet 1900a: 17; 
Lehmann 1981; Beekes 1990-92; Eska/Wallace 2001. For -oj see Meillet 1900a: 
18-19; see also below on locative. 


2.2.1.5 Locative 


Locative in -i 


A distinct locative in -i is found in a number of o-stem nouns, cf. giser, o-stem 
‘night’ : loc. giser-i (see Meillet 1913: 49; A. Abrahamyan 1976: 23-24, 38-39; 
Clackson 1994: 63. 

This and the following issue will be exemplified by the dialect of Larabat. 


Locative in -i in Larabat 


händ-i ‘in pasture-land’: Vart ‘in <...> esam a, taesnum min händi min c'oban vexcar 
a aracc 'nam. “Vart‘i <...> looks, sees (that), on a pasture-land, a shepherd pastures 
sheep" [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 538''’]. In a riddle (see Barxutareanc‘ 1898: 51): Mi kov 
unem - handi a : “I have a cow, (which) is on the pasture-land”. On other attestations 
see s.v. and ‘cornfield; pastureland’. ClArm. and ‘cornfield’ generally has an 
o-stem. In the Bible it is found 21 times in LocSg. y-and-i. The initial h- (hardly 
from the PIE laryngeal) may be due to generalisation of the locative form: yandi > 
händi (through Aéaryan’s Law). 

ora/äz-i “in a dream’ [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 540°”; HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 140°”, 1831]. 
In a fairy-tale recorded by M. Grigoryan in Mardakert in 1950 [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 
401-409], ara/dz-i ‘in a dream’ is found frequently (402'°, 403-15, 404"*, 405°, 
408-5. Next to it, one also finds the more recent, normal form arazum (402°, 
40518, 40751, 408™9). Note that eraz has a u-stem in Larabal, at least in the same 
fairy-tale (cf. GDSg. arazu ` 402"'*, 406"), and an o-stem in ClArm. Therefore, the 
option that Larabat LocSg *(y)eraz-i is identical with ClArm. LocSg. y-eraz-i ‘in a 
dream’ (frequent in the Bible) should be taken seriously. 

Larabat has a locative adverb meaning ‘yesterday’ from ClArm. erek, -i 
‘yesterday’ : erek(oy) ‘evening’ (< PIE *Ajreg"os), in the following variants: 
arek/g-i and yark/g'-e (see Davt'yan 1966: 200): aregy-i ‘yesterday’ [HZHek‘ 5, 
1966: 242'°, 568'° (iregyi); HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 407°, 5397" (eregyi), 584^" 
(aregi)]; yrke [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 591''*]; aregi ‘yesterday’, in a fairy-tale from 
Kirovabad/Ganjak (HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 584°"). 

These three examples show that the classical locative in -i has been preserved in 
Larabat. Later it produced more recent, analogical adverbs, such as söri ‘today’, 
urkyüni ‘in the evening’, etc. An illustration for süt-i ‘quickly’ is found in [HZHek‘ 
5, 1966: 573]. 
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Discussion 


The Larabat and adjacent dialects normally have a penultimate accent. 
Nevertheless, they display locative forms with both ultimate and penultimate 
accentuation, cf. yarké and harné vs. yerégi and heru and Agulis härvi (see s.vv. erék 
‘yesterday’, heru ‘last year’). 

It is tempting to assume that the Armenian locative-adverbial marker -i goes back 
to the PIE locative marker *-i which probably was accented, cf. PIE LocSg *ped-i 
‘foot’: Skt. pad-i, Gr. dat. 200-1, etc. (Rix 1992: 43, 149, 154; Szemerényi 1996: 
164ff). The -i escaped the apocope because it preserved the accent (or obtained a 
secondary accent) in order to retain its morphological role (unless we posit a 
thematization of the locative, *h;reg"-i-io- > *ereki-yo > *ereki, cf. ayg ‘morning’, 
etc., see below). As to the alternating forms with accented and unaccented -i, 
compare the three types of locative singular in Sanskrit, illustrated by the alternative 
forms of locative of the word for ‘eye’: aksan, aksani, aksni, the third one being the 
latest (see Burrow 2001: 234). 

Traces of the PIE locative *-i may be seen in some time-words which can be 
interpreted as frozen locatives, see s.vv. *alj- ‘darkness, twilight’, ayg ‘morning’, 
ere/ik(-) ‘evening’ and erék ‘yesterday’. Note also EArm. dial. *heru-i vs. heru < 
PIE *peruti ‘last year’ (q.v.). 


2.2.1.6 Instrumental 


Arm. instrumental ending -w / -(m)b derives from PIE *-b"i, cf. IPl (Skt. -bhis, Av. - 
bis, Opers. -bis), DAbIPl (Skt. -bhyas, Av. -byo); Homeric Greek attests -gi- as a 
marker of the ablative, instrumental and locative in both singular and plural markers; 
cf. also Lat. DAbIPI -bus, Olr. DPI -b, etc. (for the forms and discussion see Meillet 
1950: 120-123; K. Schmidt 1980: 46-47, 50; Shields 1982: 50-52; Beekes 1995: 
115-116, 117-118). According to Shields (1982: 51), *-b"(i) is also to be found in 
Toch. A additive particle -pi. 

The instrumental forms may be relevant for etymological and morphological 
discussion, cf. e.g. Arm. har-b from *phstr-b"i- (see s.v. hayr father"). 


-av : -ok* in Larabat 


Aéaryan (1899: 97, 147) derives the Larabat ISg ending -av from ModArm. -ov 
rather than ClArm. -aw. This is confirmed by the phonological reflex of ov in e.g. 
xorovem ‘to roast’ > xrravel, kov ‘cow’ > kav, etc. 

The plural has -ak %uk‘. For instance: ClArm. us ‘shoulder’ : Larabat IPI os-uk ' : 
min xurjin osuk‘a k‘ac‘ac [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 3987]; xurjina <...> asiik‘a k‘c“ (ibid. 
109^, 11155), The same expression is found in the singular: xurjina <...> asava 
k‘c - [HZHek* 5, 1966: 647'*]. It seems that Larabat *usok' reflects *us-av-k' = ISg 
*us-av + pl. marker -k‘. The development -av-k‘ > -ok' (seemingly identical with 
ClArm. -aw-k' > -ök‘) is unexpected for such a recent stage, however. One expects 
*usavk'. More likely, *us-ok' is analogical after the type of ClArm. jer-k', IPI 
jer-a-w-k' * jer-6-k‘ ‘hand’ : Larabat IPI caerok' (see e.g. HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 466""”). 

Unlike the numerous petrified adjectives of the type xelok' ‘clever, intelligent’, 
arok -p 'arok' ‘with honour, glory’, etc., the above-mentioned examples demonstrate 
the function of the case marker. Note also: paetk a <...> srtok' ali “must be brave" 
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[HZHek‘ 6, 1973: 452°]; tü <...> uzok‘ es “you are strong" [HZHek' 6, 1973: 
401'*, 402]. Of these adjectives, xelök‘ and p 'arók' reflect the ClArm. IPI forms 
in -aw-k' = -ók' of xel-k' and p 'ar-k*, both a-stems. The others are analogical. 

Also other dialects display frozen instrumentals, e.g. T'iflis k'ar-ok' *with 
stones’, maz-ok' ‘with hair(s) (see Tér-Alek'sandrean 1885: 189-^ and 190", 
respectively). 


2.2.1.7 Accusative pl. -s 


The Classical Armenian accusative plural ending -s has been lexicalized in many 
dialects. For instance, kriw-s, API of kriw ‘fight’, appears in Ararat, Larabal, Lazax 
etc. kriws tal ‘to struggle’, literally ‘to give fights’ (see Acarean 1913: 613a). 
Textual illustrations are found e.g. in a fairy-tale from Sisian, in Zangezur (HZHek' 
6, 1973: 236'"''), and, in L. Alayan 1979: 615"'?. For a discussion, see s.v.v. mawru- 
k' ‘beard’, mej ‘middle’. 

For examples of frozen API ending -s in toponyms see 4.8. 


2.2.2 Paradigmatic solutions for a phonological or morphological irregularity 


2.2.2.1 *s-stem neuters 
For a discussion of s-stem neuters which are mostly continued as Arm. o-stems see 
Meillet 1936: 74; Olsen 1999: 44-48; ; Matzinger 2005: 31-52; Meissner 2006: 55; 
see also s.vv. get ‘river’, erek ‘evening’, hay ‘Armenian’, Hay-k' ‘Armenia’, jer 
‘warmth’. 

Some words (possibly) belonging to PIE PD s-stem neuters show vocalic 
peculiarities, which may be explained by generalization of the zero-grade genitive. 

amp, o-stem ‘cloud; lightning’ : Skt. ndbhas- n. ‘cloud, mass of clouds’, Gr. 
végoc n. ‘cloud’, OCS nebo ‘sky’, etc. The Armenian old nominative *neb- (< 
*neb"os) was replaced by amp after the genitive *amp- from *nb"es-s. The possible 
influence of amprop ‘thunder’ (< *mb"ré- : Skt. abhrá- n. ‘thunder-cloud’, etc.) 
must also be taken into account. See s.vv. amp and amprop. 

ayt ‘cheek’ : Gr. oidoc etc. (see s.v.). The Armenian old nominative *oit- (> Sen 
from */;óid-os was replaced by the oblique stem *ait- (from NSg GSg. */2id-és-os); 
see also 2.1.5. 

bark ‘lightning’ (q.v.), if related with Skt. bhárgas- n. ‘radiance, splendour, light’ 
(RV+), would have had an old nominative *berk from *b'érg/"-os. It became bark 
analogically after the oblique *b"rg"”-&s- > *bark-. 

sut, o-stem ‘false; falsehood, lie’ (Bible+; dial.) : Gr. weödog n. ‘lie’, also vóoc. 
NSg *pséudos, GSg *psud-és-os; see s.v. 


2.2.2.2 Other *s-stems 


See the discussion s.vv. hot ‘smell, odour ’, jet ‘tail’, us ‘shoulder’. 


2.2.2.3 *n-stem 


anun, gen. anuan etc. ‘name’ (Bible+; dialectally ubiquitous): EArm. dial. *anum. 
From PIE PD n-stem neuter nom. *Hneh;-mn, obl. *Hn(e)h;-men-: Skt. naman-, Lat. 
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nomen, etc. The PArm. paradigm, nom. *anuwn : obl. *an(V)man-, was levelled to 
(1) *anuwn : *anwan > ClArm. anun : anuan, with generalization of *-w-; (2) 
*anumn ` *anman > anum, with generalization of *-m-. See s.v. anun "name, 

For a possible example of a HD n-stem consider Arm. de? ‘herb’ and vadddc m. 
‘green twig, sprout’ (see s.v.). 


2.2.2.4 PIE HD i-stem 


Arm. tal (i-stem according to NHB, without evidence) ‘husband’s sister’ (13" cent. 
hapax); in dialects: tal (widespread) : Mus, Van, Moks etc. *talv. At least in Van and 
perhaps Moks, the final -v is confined to the nominative. If the word is directly 
derivable from a PIE i-stem (cf. Gr. yóAic) rather than u-stem (cf. Gr. yalos, OCS 
zvlova, etc.), the following paradigm may be reconstructed: NSg *g/H-öi > *tdlau > 
*talw, oblique *gIH-i- > *tal(i-). See s.v. tal. 

For a discussion and other examples see s.vv. arew ‘sun’ and especially giwt 
‘village’. Further, see s.vv. gol ‘warmish, lukewarm’ vs. galj ‘id.’; k'arb ‘a snake’. 


2.2.2.5 *[-stems 


See s.vv. asein ‘needle’, jot ‘log, bar’, opd ‘fruit’, p ‘ul ‘fall, ruins’, and especially 
acul ‘coal’. 


2.2.2.6 Laryngeal stems 


The hysterodynamic (HD) paradigm of PIE words in laryngeal stems is 
reconstructed as follows: NSg *C6(R)C-eH-s, GSg *C(R)C-H-ós (see Beekes 1995: 
181-183). A well-known example is the PIE word for ‘path, road, ford’: NSg 
*pónt-eh;-s, GSg *pnt-h;-ós, cf. Av. pantā vs. ISg paja. The nominative 
analogically became *pontH- in Skr. panthas and, probably, Arm. hun (q.v.). For 
the o-grade nominative within this paradigm cf. also PIE *Hros-eh;-: Lith. rasa 
‘dew’, OCS rosa ‘dew’, Skt. rasá- f. ‘name of a mythical stream at the end of the 
world, a tributary of the Indus’ (RV) (cf. also rása- m. “juice (of plants), liquid, 
essence’), Y Av. ragha- f. ‘name of a mythical stream’. 

Next to Arm. ordi (wo-stem) ‘generation, son/daughter' (« PIE *por-ti-o-, cf. Gr. 
moptic, -10G f. ‘calf, young heifer; young maiden’, Lat. partus, -üs m. “bringing forth, 
birth; foetus, embryo; offspring, progeny’, etc.), there also exists Arm. ort‘ (dial. 
also *hort‘) ‘calf; fawn’, the aspirated -t“- of which needs an explanation. One may 
reconstruct a PArm. HD *-h;-stem paradigm (whether original or secondary) in the 
same way as we have seen above: NSg *pórt-eh;-, GSg *prt-h;-ós > PArm. *órd-a- 
(cf. awri-ord, a-stem ‘virgin’), obl. *hart'-. Subsequently, NSg *ord- became ort‘ 
analogically after the oblique *hart‘. The analogical influence of the oblique form 
seems to function also at a much later period and causes an initial aspiration in the 
majority of the dialects (*hort‘). See s.vv. ordi and ort‘. 

Arm. c‘ax ‘branch’ (Geoponica etc.; widespread in the dialects) vs. Skt. sakha- f. 
(RV+) ‘branch, twig' etc. In some Armenian dialects (Larabat, Agulis, Lori, etc.) we 
also find a form with -k' instead of -x. Here we are dealing with the development 
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*-kH- > Arm. x, Skt. kh, Slavic x. The alternants c'ak' and c'ax probably reflect 
nom. *-k-eh>- and gen. *-k-h;-ós, respectively. 

For a similar analysis, see also s.vv. t‘arp‘/b ‘a wicker fishing basket’ and 
*law/p - “flat (hand, stone, etc.)’. Note that the alternation w/p‘ (after a vowel) and 
b/p‘ (after *-r-) point to the nom. *-p-eh;- and *-ph;-ó- respectively, much the same 
way as d/t‘ and k‘/x in the cases above. 


2.2.3 Generalization (or relics) of PIE fem. adjectives in *-ih;- in Armenian 


PIE *meldu-i(h;j)- (cf. Skt. mrdvi f. ‘delicate, weak, soft, mild’, Lat. mollis ‘weak, 
soft’ from *moldu-i-) > Arm. melk, i-stem according to NHB ‘soft’ (q.v.). 

yalt‘ ‘wide, broad spacious (land, space, territory); mighty’ (5th cent.), yatt -k-u 
‘victorious, mighty’ (Philo+), also spelled ya?t-u (e.g., in Grigor Maskuori, J2% 
cent.). While y-aft‘ (q.v.) can be derived from PIE *plth>-u- (cf. Skt. prthú- etc.), 
y-ait'-u must have had one syllable more and can theoretically go back to PIE fem. 
*plth;-u-ih;- (Skt. prthvi, Av. paraófii-). However, the -u in yatt -u can be accounted 
for by the synchronic pattern of adjectives in -u, cf. has-u, Is-u, etc. (see Jahukyan 
1987: 241). 

For other possible examples see s.vv. yolov ‘many’ and yoyr ‘fat’. 


2.2.4 Numerals 


For an extensive study on numerals see AécarLiak 1, 1952: 131-453. For individual 
treatments of the Armenian numerals see s.v. mi, erku, erek‘, dort, hing, vec‘, 
eawt‘n, u‘, inn, tasn, k'san, k'arasun, yisun. See also Kortlandt 1994a (= 2003: 98- 
101, with a small addition). 

‘11’ etc. are formed as follows: me-tasan ‘eleven’ < *tasan-i, cf. Lat. un-decim < 
*ün-decimi [Meillet 1916b: 63-64], etc. For a complete list of the Armenian 
numerals including also ‘11’ to ‘19’ as well as the decimals and ordinals see Meillet 
1936: 99-101; Schmitt 1981: 128-132; Beekes 1995: 214. For lists and discussion 
see also Szemerenyi 1960; Saradzeva 1986: 89-91. For surveys on the PIE system 
see Beekes 1995: 212-217; Szemerényi 1996: 221-229; C. Justus apud 
Mallory/Adams 1997: 397-405. 


2.2.4.1 Stability and replacements 


For the PIE sources of Armenian numerals see Kortlandt 1994a (— 2003: 98-101, 
with a small addition). The numbers from ‘11’ are formed as follows: me-tasan 
‘eleven’ < *tasan-i, cf. Lat. tin-decim < *ün-decimi [Meillet 1916b: 63-64], etc. For 
a complete list of the Armenian numerals including also ‘11’ to ‘19’ as well as the 
decimals and ordinals see Meillet 1936: 99-101; Schmitt 1981: 128-132; Beekes 
1995: 214. 

In general, the native numerals are stable in dialects. In some of them, however, 
numerals like ‘70’ etc., as well as the ordinals are replaced by Turkish or Arabic 
equivalents. 

In the dialect of Aslanbek, the numerals ‘70’, ‘80’, ‘90’, as well as the ordinals 
(e.g. pesinci *5th"), are replaced by Turkish forms. The distributives are formed 
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normally: c'órsagá < c'ors-akan ‘four by four’, ergergü < erk-erku ‘two by two’, 
etc. [Acarean 1898: 83-84, 85b. and note 1; Vaux 2001: 43, 51, 6243]. 

In Van, vat‘sun ‘60° is followed by Turkish loans, yet'mis ‘70’, sähysän ‘80’ and 
doxsan ‘90’ [Acafyan 1952: 26, 147]. For an illustration of the juxtaposition of 
native vat'sun ‘60’ and the loan et mis ‘70’ in Alaskert folklore see HZHek‘ 9, 1968: 
154 (three times: in lines 4-5, 5, -3). * 

In the dialect of Aramo, the numerals ‘70’, ‘80’, ‘90’, as well as the ordinals, are 
Arabic [Laribyan 1958: 10, 34]. This also seems to be the case in K'abusie, since the 
numerals for ‘70°, ‘80’, and ‘90’ are absent from the list (see op. cit. 99). 

Muzambar (T'avriz), T'iflis, Larabal (in some villages) *erek -k'san ‘sixty’ < 
erek‘ ‘three’ + k'san ‘twenty’; cf. erek' k'san mi tasa ‘seventy’ < “three twenty 
(and) one ten". This is considered as taken from the Caucasian system [Acarean 
1913: 307a]. A similar system is found in e.g. Moks (see Orbeli 2002: 22; M. 
Muradyan 1982: 113, 181). 


2.2.4.2 Collective numerals 


ClArm. erkok'in, erkok'ean ‘both’ (Bible) has been preserved in Larabat ark5k ‘an, 
&urkók'an, Mein arkök ‘en (see s.v. erku ‘two’). ClArm. erek'in, erek'ean ‘all three’ 
(Bible+) has been preserved in Larabat arék an, Gët on and Karéewan irik "ën, but 
in other parts of Metri region one finds forms with -k‘k‘- or Ek: Meln irik ‘k‘én, 
Kak‘avaberd irék'kan (see s.v. erek‘ ‘three’). The other forms are: ¢‘orek‘in or 
c'orek'ean ‘all four’ > Larabat c'urk'ek'an vs. C‘ursek‘an and &'urek'an; hngek ‘in or 
hngek'ean ‘all five? > hangek'an (emphatic hngek 'k'an), vec 'ek'in or vec 'ek'ean ‘all 
the six’ > vac 'ek'an, etc. [Davt'yan 1966: 126]; Metri c'ark'ek?en, hing'ek?en or 
hangek?en, vac'c'ek?en, etc. [Atayan 1954: 179-180]; Kak‘avaberd c'erék kan, 
hingék'kan, vi/ec 'ek'kan, etc. [H. Muradyan 1967: 127-128]. See also AécarLiak 1, 
1952: 325-326. 

One might treat the gemination in Metri irik ‘k ‘én and Kak‘avaberd irék'kan (for 
erek'ean) as emphatic. More probably, however, they go back to analogical 
*erek -k'ean (that is, erek' > irek‘ ‘three’ + -k'ean) after arkók'en which is analysed 
as arko- (cf. erku *two") + -k'ean. The analogical process is clearly seen in forms 
like Larabat c'urk'ek'an (next to c'urek'an directly from ClArm. ¢‘orek‘ean) and 
Metri &'ark'ek?en and Kak‘avaberd c ak ‘ek ‘kan. 

The analogy has functioned differently in Kardewan. Here we find yorkén, irik ën. 
Cat ën, hingen, etc. [H. Muradyan 1960: 110]. These forms can hardly reflect 
different formations since: (1) there is no alternative way to satisfactorily explain 
Karéewan yarkén; (2) Karéewan is dialectally and geographically very close, 
actually almost identical with Kak'avaberd and Metri, so that one hardly expects a 
significant variety with respect such archaic grammatical features; (3) Karéewan 
irik'én exactly corresponds to ClArm. erek ‘ean (or -in); (4) the paradigm of yarkén, 
namely gen. yarkunc ‘ú etc. (see H. Muradyan 1960: 110) clearly continues that of 
Classical Armenian: erkok ‘in, erkoc ‘un, etc. 

One must therefore start from Karéewan irik'én < ClArm. erek'ean. Apparently, 
this form has been analysed as erek‘ ‘three’ (> Karéewan írik? *id.") + -ean or -in. 
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Then, erkok'ean has been replaced by analogical yarken, as if composed of erku 
‘two’ (> Karéewan yorku ‘two’) and -ean or -in. The same holds for the other 
numerals. 

In Larabal, the Classical Armenian paradigm erkok'in, gen. erkoc‘un etc., has 
been replaced by arkuk ‘an-ac‘ etc. (see Davt‘yan 1966: 127), with analogical -c - > 
-k'- after the nominative, whereas in the Metri-region the -c has been preserved 
(see AcarLiak 1, 1952: 325-326). Note further Karéewan gen. yarkunc ‘ú, etc. [H. 
Muradyan 1960: 110]. For Metri, Atayan (1954: 180) records by-forms with -& - and 
-c'-: arkoc'un and arkak‘en-u. Kak'avaberd has analogical irék‘-c‘-un etc. [H. 
Muradyan 1967: 128]. 

Sometimes erkok'ean is replaced by juxek'yan [AécarLiak 1, 1952: 326], 
obviously with juxt ‘pair’ of Iranian origin, cf. Pahl. juxt, Pers. juft ‘pair, couple’. 


2.2.5 Pronouns 


For the paradigms and discussion on the Armenian pronouns see Meillet 1913: 59- 
67; 1936: 86-92; AcarLiak 2, 1954; Godel 1975: 107-112; A. A. Abrahamyan 1976: 
75-93; Schmitt 1981: 115-127; Jahukyan 1982: 140-150; Kortlandt 2003: 52-53. For 
surveys on the PIE system see Beekes 1995: 201-211; Szemerényi 1996: 203-221; 
Adams apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 454-458. 

Further see s.vv. personal pronouns es ‘I’, du ‘you’, mek‘ ‘we’, demonstratives 
*s(a/o)-, *d(a/o)-, *n(a/o)-, reflexive iwr ‘his own etc.’, reciprocal irear ‘each 
other’, interrogative i- ‘thing’, o-r ‘which’ and o-v ‘who’. For a number of issues see 
s.v. ur “where, where to’ (interrog.), ‘wherever’. 


2.2.6 Verbs 


For extensive treatments of the origin and development of the Armenian verbal 
system see AcarLiak 4a, 1959; 4b, 1961; Laragyulyan 1961; Godel 1965; Ant'osyan 
1975; Klingenschmitt 1982; Kortlandt 1996 = 2003: 110-116. The rest can be found 
in following sections and under the relevant lexical entries. 


2.2.6.1 *-ie-presents 


For these formations see Meillet 1936: 107-108; 1950: 109-110; Jahukyan 1982: 
171; cf. e.g. “j(ünje- ‘to efface, annihilate, destroy’ < *e""en-ie/o-: Gr. Veivo ‘to 
kill’, etc. (q.v.). See further s.vv. goc'em ‘to call’, koc'em ‘to call’, as well as 
y-orj-orj-em ‘to call’; all are synonymous verbs with o-grade and *ie-present. 

koskocem < *koc-koc-em ‘to beat, break’ (q.v.) < *koc-koc-ie-mi, from koc- ‘to 
beat; to lament by beating one's breast’, a reduplicated present in o-grade with the 
present suffix *-ie-. For *-ci- > -č- see 2.1.22.2. 

canac‘em (see s.v. *can- ‘to know, be acquainted’) derives from QIE 
*ónh;-sk-ie-, with zero grade in the root, cf. Gr. Balvo ‘to go’ and Lat. venio ‘to 
come; to go’ from *g"m-je- (see Beekes 1995: 228). 

Another possible, though highly hypothetic example is Arm. conjectural *huyem 
‘to fear’ < *pu-ie-mi (see s.v. hoy ‘fright, fear’). 
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2.2.6.2 Presents with a nasal element 


For nasal presents, see e.g. s.vv. arnem ‘to make’, dnem ‘to put’. Further see s.vv. 
ampem ‘to drink’, lsem ‘to hear’, yip ‘anam ‘to be filled to repletion, be overfilled, be 
satiate, luxuriate'. For the type -anem going back to PIE nasal-infixed presents see 
s.vv. bekanem ‘to break’, Ik‘anem ‘to leave’. An interesting case is har-k-anem vs. 
aor. har-i ‘to strike’, of uncertain origin. A group of -anem verbs derive from 
sigmatic aorist (see below). The sk-present or inchoative is reflected in e.g. 
harc‘anem ‘to question’ and canac'em (aor. can-) ‘to know, be acquainted’ (see 
S.VV.). 

For *nu-presents, see Klingenschmitt 1982: 246-259; see also s.vv. arnum ‘to 
gain, obtain, win, plunder, take, grasp’, zgenum ‘to put on clothes’, li : [num ‘to fill’, 
jernum ‘to be/become warm, burn’. 

In the dialect of Agulis, the verbs of the 2nd class, that is those with a suffix 
-ánim (-ánim) in present, form their aorist and imperative without the nasal element: 
-áham (-áham) and -áhi (-ähi), respectively (see Aéatyan 1935: 245-249). The -h- is 
perhaps a glide. 


2.2.6.3 Sigmatic aorist 


Traces of PIE sigmatic aorist may be found in a number of Armenian verbs such as 
anicanem ‘to curse’, luc'anem ‘to light, kindle, set on fire’, xacanem ‘to bite’, 
hecanim ‘to mount, ride’, meranim ‘to die’, terem ‘to flay’, c ‘ncam ‘to rejoice’, etc. 
(see s.vv.). For a discussion, see Pedersen 1906: 423ff = 1982: 201ff; Frisk 1944: 30 
— 1966: 278; Godel 1965; Jahukyan 1982: 74, especially 180; Olsen 1984: 1149; 
Kortlandt 1987a; 1995 = 2003: 79-82, 107-109; Ravnzs 1991: 169). 


2.2.6.4 Denominative and iterative verbs *-o- + *-eie- 


The pattern of denominative verbs is reflected in e.g. PIE *uosn-eie- ‘to buy, sell’: 
Gr. óvéouo and Skt. vasnayati, from *uesno- ‘price’: Skt. vasná-, Lat. venum, Arm. 
gin ‘price’, cf. also *uog"-eie- from *uog"o- ‘carrying’ (see Beekes 1995: 229-230; 
Szemerényi 1996: 300). For a discussion and other examples, see Klingenschmitt 
1982: 141-143. Note also y-arag-em ‘to expose to the sun’ (= Gr. &d-nAıalo in 2 
Kings 21.6, 9, 13) probably from *h;rou-eie- < *hzreu-i-, see s.v. areg- ‘sun’. 

For iteratives note gorcem ‘to work’, k‘orem ‘to scratch’ (see Meillet 1936: 105; 
Klingenschmitt 1982: 142). 


2.3 WORD FORMATION 


2.3.1 Affixes 


Extensive comparative treatments of the Armenian affixes can be found in Greppin 
1975; Jahukyan 1987; 1998; Olsen 1999. In this section I present a selection of 
affixes that are relevant for analysis of lexical entries in Part 1. 
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-(a)li- 

*Juc-ali [if lucatli is a corruption] ‘yoke; beam of balance; the constellation 
Orion=Hayk’ = luc ‘yoke; the constellation Libra’ + -ali-, perhaps from fem. *-Jih;- 
(cf. Lat. iugula f. ‘a part of the constellation Orion’); note also /uc-l-il-k' ‘a pair of 
cerebral veins’ (Oskip‘orik); see s.vv. luc ‘yoke’ and /uca/t]li ‘Orion’. For sayl, 
another asterism with *-/i/;-, see next. 

sayl, i-stem (Bible+), o-stem (Movses Xorenac'i, “Carontir”) ‘wagon’ (Bible+), 
*Ursa Major and Minor, Arcturus’ (Job 9.9, Philo, Anania Sirakac‘i), ‘North Pole’ 
(Aristotle), etc. : Hesychian oartıAla' meiac tò dotpov (perhaps of Thracian origin), 
next to Gr. oativy f. ‘chariot’. Probably from Mediterranean/Pontic substratum 
*Kati-lih;-. 

tam-al(i) ‘building; roof from QIE *dmh -li(h;)- (see s.v.). 

targ-al ‘spoon’ from QIE *tru-/-i-, cf. Hitt. 9Ptaru-àli- n. ‘pestle’ (see s.v.). 

As we can see, the suffix -al(-i)- is found especially in designations for 
implements and constructions. In this respect it is particularly interesting to note 
Anatolian implement names in -ala- c. and especially -a/ali- n. seen in Hitt. 
S5hulali- n. ‘distaff and the above-mentioned °tary-dli- n. ‘pestle’ (see Starke 
1990: 300-343). 

Further, see s.v. am-l-ik ‘one-year-old child or lamb’. 


-(a)mn : -iwn : -imn 
For the suffix -amn, Greppin (1975: 37) only mentions atamn ‘tooth’; cf. -mn (op. 
cit. 110-111). Atayan (1980: 142) analyzes ayceamn ‘gazelle, roe’ as *ayci- + -amn 
and compares it with efeamn = *eli-amn ‘hoar-frost? (q.v.), past-awn, -aman 
‘service’, etc. He further (op. cit. 139-140, 142, 146,) also mentions the 
animal-names f'oz-iwn ‘(bear-)cub’, kor-iwn ‘cub’, mrjiwn/-imn ‘ant’. Other 
animal-names: ayceamn ‘roe-buck’ (see Clackson (1994: 89; Jahukyan 1998: 9, 
noting that the origin of the suffix is unclear.); see also s.v. lusan : dial. *lus(e)amn). 

Compare the type -un, gen. -uan, presupposing older nom. *-uwn or *-umn. Thus, 
anun, GDSg anuan ‘name’, jetun, GDSg jetuan ‘ceiling’, srun-k', GDPIl sruan-c' 
(vs. sru/ön-i-c‘ etc.) ‘shin, shank’, etc. (see s.vv.) are derived from *anuwn, *jetuwn, 
*sruwn, etc., respectively (see Alayan, ibid.; Zekiyan 1980: 156-157). Here again we 
are thus dealing with -mn/-wn. See s.v. anun. As regards jetun, note ISg jelmamb 
(Anania Sanahnec‘i, 11" cent.). 

ardiwn-k‘ ‘deed, work; earth products’ (Bible+) > Ararat ardum ‘earth goods, 
harvest’ < *ard(i)umn (see s.v.). 


-aws 


Arm. t‘el-aws ‘holm-oak; pine’ (Bible+; dial.) vs. f‘el-i ‘elm’ (late attest.; several 
dialects), cf. Gr. xtedé-a, Ion. -y ‘elm’, Lat. tilia ‘linden’; note also Georg. t'elamusi 
‘elm’ (see s.vv.). 

Greppin (1975: 64-65) posits -aws/-os as a botanical suffix seen in f 'el-aws and 
zaraws ‘germander’ (Galen, BZ3karan), the latter being of unknown origin [HAB 2: 
85a]. He considers (1974: 69) -aws to be of substratum origin and adds other 
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plant-names which, however, seem to be irrelevant (cf. e.g. marzangos < Pers. 
marzan ‘mouse’ + gos ‘ear’; see HAB 3: 282b). 

Jahukyan (1987: 380) mentions 1‘el-aws as the only example of the suffix -aws, 
and presents a separate entry for the suffix -oš found in the adjective dandal-os (cf. 
dandat ‘slow’), as well as in tk-ř-oš ‘big-bellied’ (a deverbative adjective) and 
brd-os ‘medley’ (a deverbative noun). All of these three words are, however, 
dialectal and may also represent -aws (= -0š). 


Further possible examples: 


Ce e 


brinc' ‘snowball, Viburnum opulus’ (poorly attested; dial.) : Lazax and Laradat 
*bros or *bros. 1" 

kokr-os vs. kokor ‘water-lily; currant’ (late; dial. of Larak‘ilisa) [HAB 2: 618b]; 

kokan “blackthorn’, only in kokan-eni, attested in “BzSkaran’”; present in some 
dialects [HAB 2: 617b]; Ararat, Lori fofn-as ‘a kind of black round plum, hapalasi 
[‘bilberry, Vaccinium Myrtillus L.'], found in the Northern parts of Armenia’ (see 
HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 355a) probably belongs here; 

polos ‘muraena, moray eel’ (Step‘anos Lehac‘i), if from pol ‘pipe’ (see s.v. 
englayk ^). 


An interesting example seems to be the Iranian word for ‘violet’: Pahl. wanafsag, 
Pers. bunafsa *violet' [MacKenzie 1971: 86], Zoroastrian vanafsa, Arabic-Persian 
banafsaj, manafsaj [Bailey 1985: 29], Kurd. banafs [Cabolov 1, 2001: 115]; Iranian 
borrowings: Turk. menekse > Arm. dial menek'se [Acarean 1902: 233], Turk. 
menefse (cf. Arm. manösay in Amirdovlat‘ etc.) Syriac maniska, etc.; Arm. 
manusak < *manawsak « MPers. *manafsak (Agat‘angetos+; dial. widespread) vs. 
manisak (Nerses Lambronac‘i+; dialects of Mus, AlaSkert, Ararat, Agulis, Larabal, 
etc.), probably from Syriac [Hübschmann 1897: 191, 311; HAB 3: 256, 258a; 
Jahukyan 1987: 533]. 

Bailey (1985: 29) derived the Iranian form from vana- ‘blue’, comparing also 
Arm. van- ‘crystal’. I propose a comparison with Gr. iov [< *riov] , DPI iaoı [tù] n. 
‘violet’, yia (= ría): &vön (Hesichius) and Lat. viola, which are considered to be 
Mediterranean loans (see Frisk, s.v.). A proto-form like *wion- might yield Iran. 
*v(y)an-, with loss of -y- as e.g. in the word for ‘tiger’: Pahl. babr, MIr. *vagr (cf. 
Arm. vagr, Georg. vigri) vs. Skt. vyaghrá- ‘tiger’. We might be dealing with a 
Mediterranean-Iranian/Near-Eastern flower-name, as in the case of Gr. podov « 
*rpoóov, Aeol. fjpóóov n. ‘rose’ : Olran. *urda- ‘rose’ (cf. Arm. vard, NPers. gul 
‘id.’, etc.); see Meillet 1908-09b: 162 (cf. HAB 4: 317-318). At any rate, Ir. *-afs 
can be regarded as a suffix of substratum origin comparable with Arm. -aws in 
t‘el-aws etc. 


i Aéatyan (HAB 1: 490b) notes the resemblance with Assyr. burasu, Hebr. b^ros, Aram. 
brütà (on these forms see s.v. barti ‘poplar’). However, he leaves the etymology open since 
the Semitic words mean ‘cypress’; see 1.12.1. 
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I conclude that -aws is a suffix mainly found in plant and animal names of 
substratum origin. Probably Mediterranean; cf. espec. t'el-aws : t'et-i vs. Gr. mtelé-a 
‘elm’ and Lat. tilia ‘linden’. 


-awt 


Next to kar-awt, Jahukyan (1990: 74) mentions ar-aw-awt ‘morning’ and cl-awt 
‘straw’, and points out that the attempts to interpret -awt as IE are not convincing, 
although IE origin of the roots is conceivable. 

karcarawt, i-stem ‘brief(ly)’ (Bible +); the i-stem is seen in karcarot-i-w ‘in brief, 
briefly’ [Lazar P‘arpec‘i, Movsés Xorenac‘i 1.15 (1913-1991: 50.7), etc.] and 
karcarót-i-w-k' [Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.49 (1913-1991: 176-5), John Chrysostom, 
etc.]. Transparently contains karc ‘short, brief (HAB), perhaps also the verbal root 
ar- ‘to take’, as suggested in NHB 1: 1074a (karc areal ew yödeal). 

The same -arawt occurs in another synonym: hamarawt ‘brief? (Bible), also an 
i-stem; cf. hamarot-i-w-k' in Eusebius of Caesarea, etc. 

According to Ačatyan (HAB 3: 21a), hamarot contains the Iranian prefix ham-. 
He also states that karcarot and hamarot have the same root *arot or *rot, which is 
of unknown origin. Olsen (1999: 887, 889) suggests a derivation from the participle 
of Ilr. *-rabh-, cf. Skt. rabh- ‘to grasp’. 

In my view, we are dealing with the suffix -awt, which may be identified with 
that of araw-awt ‘morning’, as well as in in some hour-names (see s.v. arawawt), 
and originates in hawt (i-stem), y-awt '*division, cut’; see s.v. hat- (z-at-, y-at-) ‘to 
cut; to divide; to cut off’. The basic function of the suffix may be to express the 
derivational meaning ‘division, cut’, such as "a time-division, unit of time". 

narawt, u-stem: GDPI narot-u-c' in Ezekiel 27.16, 24; a-stem: GDIPI narot- 
aw-k' twice in P‘awstos Buzand 6.2 (1883-1984: 223); o-stem: GDPI narawt-o-c ' in 
Hexaemeron 4 (K. Muradyan 1984: 1205) ‘coloured thread or plait/braid’ (Bible+). 
In Nersés Snorhali (12th cent., Cilicia), the word refers to a thread that was tied to 
the horns of an animal (NHB 2: 405c). The word 1s widespread in the dialects, in the 
meaning ‘motley thread tied around the neck of a bride and a bridegroom’ [HAB 3: 
433a]. According to Amatuni (1912: 501a), the thread consists of three colours, 
green, red and white, and is also tied around the neck of a child when being 
baptized. 

Acafyan (HAB 3: 431b) mentions Ozim narenj ‘dyed thread’ s.v. narinj ‘orange’ 
and questions whether it belongs there (i.e. to narinj ‘orange’; cf. Moks naranja? 
‘opamxeBhIÑ (UBET)’, Orbeli 2002: 297). In fact, the word seems to belong to the 
first component of nar-awt, see below. 

No acceptable etymology is recorded in HAB 3: 432-433. Nowadays the word is 
treated as an Iranian loan, cf. Khot. nar- ‘to dye’; perhaps also Arm. ner-k (?) 
[Jahukyan 1987: 536; Olsen 1999: 896]. The element -awt, however, remains 
unclear. It may be identical with our suffix -awt. However, one might alternatively 
posit Iran. *nar- ‘to paint, dye’ + Iran. *raxt- ‘coloured plait/braid’ (cf. Khwar. rxtk 
‘red’, Skt. rakta- *dyed, red’). For *-rawt < *raft instead of *raxt compare Pers. juft 
‘pair, couple’ vs. Pahl juxt (see MacKenzie 1971: 47, with an exclamation-mark). 
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This etymology partly coincides with that of Dervisyan, who interprets the word as 
*n-arak-t, comparing the second component with Skt. rakta- (see HAB 3: 432b). 

Another such compound can be seen in Ozim narenj ‘dyed thread’ (see above), 
which, I think, is composed of *nar- ‘to dye’ + *ranj ‘colour’, cf. Pers. ranj 
(alongside with rang) ‘colour’ (see Steingass 587b), MPers. rang ‘colour, dye’ > 
Arm. erang. For Arm. dial. *re/anj ‘colour’, see 1.11. 


-t* (and/or -it‘) < PIE *-t- + *-H-. See s.v. yatt‘ ‘broad’; other examples: see 2.1.18. 
In body-part terms: see s.vv. bl-it' ‘a roundish soft bread’; boyt', boyt‘n ‘thumb’, 
*boyt‘ ‘a soft lump of flesh, lobe’; kr-t -un-k' ‘back’ vs. kurn ‘back’. Compare Skt. 
prstha- n. ‘back, mountain-ridge, top’ (RV+) from PIE *prsth;-, cf. Y Av. parsta- m. 
‘back, spine, support in the back’, parsti ‘back’, Lith. pirstas ‘finger’, OCS prostv 
‘finger’, etc., vs. Skt. prsti- f. ‘rib’ (RV+). 

For the morphology compare Skt. rdtha- m. ‘light two-weeled war-chariot’ 
(RV+) from *Hrot-h;-o-, derivative of PIE *Hrot-eh;- ‘wheel’, cf. Lat. rota f. 
‘wheel, disc’, Olr. roth ‘wheel’, OHG rad ‘wheel’, Lith. rätas ‘wheel’, etc. 


-V)x 

*bo/ux-i ‘hornbeam’ (dial. Ararat, Larabat, see Aéarean 1913: 200a), if related to 
the PIE word for ‘beech-tree’, cf. OHG buohha, etc., see Jahukyan 1972: 317, with 
reservation because of the vocalism and the -k‘- in rural Larabat piik ‘i. The formal 
problems would be partly solved if we assume *bo/uk- + tree-suffix -x- + -i, thus 
*bo/u(k)xi. 

Saradzeva (1981a: 229) compares the -ax of katam-ax ‘aspen’ (alongside 
Hesychian kadauiv-öap, etc.) with the ending of numerous Greek tree-names 
probably of Mediterranean origin, such as ouiAac ‘Taxus’ etc. Here are some other 
possible examples from Armenian. 

tawsax ‘box-tree, Buxus sempervirens’ (Bible+), according to ASxarhac‘oyc’, a 
species of the Northern Armenian province of Gugark‘; preserved in the dialect of 
Hamsen: dosxi, dosxani (see 1.6).'"' 

mel-ex, o-stem, i-stem 'the handle of an axe' (Deuteronomy 19.5, Ephrem, 
*Naxadrut'iwnk'* Ecclesiastes), if related with Gr. wedia ‘manna ash, Fraxinus 
ornus; ashen spear' (see s.v.). 


From these examples one gets the impression that the vowel before x agrees with the 
vocalism of the root: mel-ex vs. kalam-ax and taws-ax. *bo/u(k)xi may be explained 
through *buk-(u)x-i > *bu(k)xi. Note that the tree-suffix -i is accented even in 
dialects with penultimate accent, such as Larabal. See also s.v. t'fk*i ‘maple’. 

Since kalam-ax and taws-ax are reliably attested also in these pure forms, without 
the tree-suffix -i, one can consider -ax to be a tree-suffix on its own, of non-IE, 
perhaps Mediterranean origin. Later the forms analogically received the native and 
productive tree-suffix -i : kalamax-i, tawsax-i. 


171 Somehow related with Hurr. taskar- ‘box-tree’: *tak"sar- + -(a)x? 
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-k — diminutive > plant-suffix 


From the examples for the determinative -k in H. Suk'iasyan 1986: 90, the following 
are reliable: bot-k ‘radish’ (q.v.) and jatk ‘branch’ (q.v.). 

Alongside hacar car or hacar-a-car ‘beech-tree’, one finds hacar-uk as the 
designation for ‘beech-nut’ in Agat'angelos § 644 (1909=1984: 330"®). Larabat, Lori 
*hacar-k-i (see HAB 3: 16a), then, should be regarded as composed of hacar-uk and 
the tree-suffix -i. A similar suffix can also be seen in kas(t)-k-eni ‘chestnut-tree’ 
(q.v.). 

Compare sinj 'sorb, service-berry; haw; etc.’ (q.v.) > Svedia snj-äg (the berry) 
and sanj-g-ina (the tree). 

*hac ‘eak and *xnjoreak are seen in place-names (see 4.8). 

The diminutive suffix -ik is seen in a number of dialectal forms of Arm. mor 
‘blackberry’: Sasun mor-ig, Moks murun-ik ‘blackberry’, Mus, Alaskert *moren-uk, 
Atap'azar moml-ig, Nikomidia *morem-uk, *mor-mor-ik, Mus *moremuk, Akn 
*morm-ik, etc. Comparable forms are also found in other languages, cf. Sasun 
mor-ig ‘blackberry’: Chechen mürg ‘guelder rose, snowball-tree’ < PNakh. dimin. 
*mor-ik : Gr. uop-ix-5 ‘tamarisk’. 


-kn 


For examples see Jahukyan 1987: 238. For a discussion see s.vv. armukn ‘elbow’ 
and unkn ‘ear’. 

Kortlandt (1985b: 9-10 — 2003: 57-58) offers a different explanation for akn 
‘eye’, jukn ‘fish’, mu-kn ‘mouse’ (q.v.), see 2.1.19. 


-j/z in animal and plant names 


Apart from well-known plant-names such as det-j ‘peach’ from det-in ‘yellow’, this 
suffixal element can also be seen in words designating animals. 

Some animal-names (especially those of mustelids, lizards etc.) confined to a few 
IE and/or non-IE languages probably contain a suffixal *-k- or *-g-, cf. atues ‘fox’; 
ak'is ‘weasel’ : axaz ‘marten’; lusan- ‘lynx’; inj ‘panther’ (see s.vv.); kuz ‘cat; 
marten’ (< Iran. — Sem.); etc. Cf. also Latv. Judss ‘weasel’, Russ. láska ‘weasel’, 
NPers. rásii ‘weasel’, if from */oH-k- ‘weasel’ (see Mallory/Adams 1997: 638b). 

This suffixal element is reminiscent of the Indo-Iranian animal suffix *-acá- (see 
de Vaan 2000) and probably related *-aj'd- found in Ir. *uaraj'a- ‘wild boar’ (> 
Finno-Volgian *orase '(castrated) boar’; cf. Arm. varaz, Iranian loan) which are 
thought to be of substratum origin (see Mallory 1982: 211; Rédei 1986: 54; 
Lubotsky 2001: 303, 304, 307, 309, and espec. 312). The latter contains a VER 1- 
comparable Arm.-IAr. *sing”o- : Skt. simha- ‘lion’, inj ‘panther’. Note also *h,el-k- 
: Gr. Gin ‘elk’, Skt. rsa- m. ‘male antelope’ (AV), etc. 


Other possible examples: 

xl-ez ‘lizard’ (MidArm.), dial. also ‘snail’; cf. xZunjn ‘snail’, Attial xoxanc 
‘crayfish’ (see Aéatyan 1953: 269), Svedia: xranč, xranj ‘chameleon’, etc. related to 
Syriac xlızona ‘snail’ etc. (see 3.5.2.5). Separating the element -ez, I propose a 
connection with Kartvel. *mxul- ‘lizard’, see below. 
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mot-ez ‘lizard’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects): in Leviticus 11.30, kovadiac ' 
and mo/ulez render Gr. xadaBartne ‘spotted lizard, gecko’ and cavpa f. ‘lizard’ (see 
Wevers 1997: 154), respectively. In a number of dialects, as well as in the final 
edition of the Alexander Romance (see H. Simonyan 1989: 306“), in the form 
motoz (see 1.4). 

Aéaryan (HAB 3: 342) compares the word with Pers. malüs or malos ‘green 
lizard’. I wonder if there is a relation with ORuss. smo/Zo ‘snail’, Byel. cwoyorc 
‘snail’, Polab. mouz ‘snail’, Chech m/z ‘shellfish’, Pol. małż ‘id.’ (see Fasmer 3: 
690). On the semantic correlation ‘lizard’ : ‘snail’, see above on x/éz ‘lizard’ and 
‘snail’; cf. also Arm. xrnjayl ‘snail’ vs. dial. (Svedia) xranj ‘chameleon’, etc. (see 
3.5.2.5). 

Given the remarkable formal and semantic resemblance, I propose to combine 
Arm. *xul- ‘lizard; snail’ with *mo/ut- ‘lizard’ deriving them from *(m)xul- and 
*m(x)o/ul-, respectively. This may be corroborated by Kartvel. *mxul- ‘lizard’: 
Georg. mxuliv- ‘lizard’, Laz mtxola(r)-, xolura-, Megr. xolar-, etc. (see Klimov 
1964: 144; 1998: 134). 

Remarkably, Aparan and Surmalu motoz-r-ik ‘lizard’, and especially Trapizon 
and Hamsen *mot-or-ik ‘a small poisonless snake’ (see HAB 3: 342b; Aéaryan 
1947: 263), with a suffixal -r-, are reminiscent of the Kartvelian forms like Laz 
*m(t)xolar-. Note also the MidArm. hapax martis ‘a kind of reptile’ [Amatuni 1912: 
469b], for which no etymology has been proposed [HAB 3: 286a]. One might 
hypothetically connect it with our words for ‘lizard’ and ‘a small poisonless snake’, 
assuming the following development: *mo/al-ur-is > *mairis > martis (with 
metathesis). 

It is also interesting that Arm. x/éz has forms with initial m-: maglez, mgaldrez, 
mrxlez. One might assume contamination with synonymous motez and/or 
contamination with mukn ‘mouse’. This is possible, but I would not exclude the 
possibility that this m- is somehow related to the Kartvelian m-. At any rate, the 
correlation of x/éz and m#éz and Kartvel. *mxul-, whether original or contaminative, 
seems very plausible. For the suffix, compare further Van, Satax *del-ez 
“bumble-bee’, if from det- ‘yellow’. 


y- 
It has often been stated that PIE initial *p- and *s- sometimes irregularly yield y- 
instead of h- (see AcarLiak 6, 1971: 519; Alayan 1964: 162-164; Winter 1966: 
203ff; H. Muradyan 1982: 277-278; Greppin 1983b: Jahukyan 1987: 244, 372-373). 
The usually listed examples are: *penk"e > hing ‘five’ : *penk"ekomth; > yisun 
‘fifty’; *ph»t-er > hayr ‘father’ ` yawray ‘stepfather’; etc. Greppin (1983b) discusses 
this conflicting evidence within the context of a reverse development, namely 
ClArm. yV- > ModArm. and dial. hV-, and explains the forms with y- as 
hypercorrections. He also (ibid.) adduces yat ‘em ‘to overcome, subdue’ (q.v.). 
Admitting the alternative development *p- and *s- > y- (alongside the regular h-), 
Jahukyan (1987: 244) points out that the words with h- sometimes also have variants 
with y- (cf. hatanem ` yatanem ‘to cut’), and, therefore, it is often difficult to assess 
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whether the y- is of prefixal origin or not. In cases with initial zero and *s-, he 
continues, the prepositional (= prefixal) origin of the y- is not very probable. 
Nevertheless, it seems obvious that y-atem, y-atanem ‘to cut off branches from trees 
and especially from vines’ (Bible+) is a prefixed formation from hatanem ‘to cut, 
split’ (Bible+), q.v. Its basic meaning is ‘to incise’, so Lat. in-crdö ‘to cut into; to 
make an end to; to engrave’ (from caedo ‘to fell, hew; to cut; to slaughter’) can 
serve as a clear typological illustration for such a formation. The initial A- drops in 
these cases: *y-(h)at- > yat-. Thus, the ultimate origin of the anlaut is irrelevant. 

Next to ClArm. hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ (q.v.), there is a later and poorly attested 
variant in y-: yus-, yos- (Ephrem, Paterica). This is taken by Winter (1966: 202-204) 
to be a conflicting example of y- vs. h-. Nevertheless, he (op. cit. 209) admits the 
possibility of considering y- here as the prefix y-, adding that “such an analysis 
seems precluded for yisun ‘fifty’”. This is quite possible. The structure of *y-iws- 
would then be parallel to that of Gr. éu-z4£xc, Dutch in-vlechten. 

Postulating a productive prefix y- can also solve the puzzle of yawray 
‘stepfather’, probably from *y-(h)awr-ay lit. ‘(who is) in fatherhood, paternity’ (see 
S.V.). 

Arm. yisun ‘fifty’ (from PIE *penk"ekomth; ‘fifty’: Gr. zevuj-kovra, Lat. 
quinquaginta, Skt. panca-sat- f., etc.) is usually explained as *hingisun [Meillet 
1936: 40, 101; cf. Szemerényi 1977: 19, 195] > *hingsun > *hi(n)sun, with common 
loss of nasal before -s- [Clackson 1994: 171]. Winter (1966: 206) points out that 
“such an assumption implies that this particular sound change remained active until 
a fairly late time, as the syncope of i and u is a rather recent phenomenon, and only 
after *i from *e was syncopated did *yin- and -sun come in direct contact”. For a 
survey of theories mostly relying upon the loss of *-n- before *-s- see Clackson 
1994: 23439. None of them, however, explains the y- satisfactorily. Kortlandt (2003: 
40, 44, 100, 123-124) assumes that pretonic *hin- yielded yi-. I prefer starting with 
*hingisun : *higisun > *(h)i(n)isun > *(h)i-isun > *i-y-isun (where the y- is perhaps 
a glide) > yisun. This explanation basically coincides with that of Beekes (2003: 
163). See also s.v. yorjorjem ‘to name, call’. 

As is noted by Lidén (1906: 76), numerous words meaning ‘many, abundant, 
plenty, fat, etc.’ contain the prefix/preposition y-. Lidén mentions y-ac-ax, y-olov, 
y-oyz, and y-ogn (see s.vv.). More examples can be found s.v. y-ur-t ʻi. 


In the dialects 


Bearing in mind that the Classical y- yields voiced A- (h’) in Satax whereas it 
disappears in Van (see Aéaryan 1952: 76; M. Muradyan 1962: 24, 53), one should 
trace the anlaut of e.g. Satax häkyi ‘tail’ (vs. ClArm. agi, q.v.) back to y- rather than 
h-, since the latter would have given x-. On this and related problems see also 
AcafHLPtm 2, 1951: 427-428; H. Muradyan 1982: 225ff, 276ff; H. Muradyan 
1982a; Haneyan 1985: 36ff. 

Weitenberg (1986: 92-97; 1993; 1996: 105-106) formulated a rule according to 
which one may reconstruct an old parallel form with an additional y- if the initial a- 
of a Classical word corresponds to Satax h’ä-, Van d- and Muš h’a-. He (1986: 96) 
lists 20 such forms. Then he adds: “It seems to me that the words reconstructed in 
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the list above can be added to the stock of 5th-century Armenian and should be 
accounted for in etymological studies” (1986: 96). For a further discussion on this 
and related issues, see Weitenberg 2008. 

The forms with y- can be explained from prefixation with y < PIE *h,en ‘in’; cf. 
Weitenberg 1986: 94. Regarding e.g. *y-andund-k‘, this is easy to understand since 
andund ‘abyss’, yatak ‘bottom’ etc. are frequently used in allative contexts, 
particularly in idioms, curses and spells of the structure *may you/the Evil eye go to 
Black abyss/hell; he went to/disappeared into abyss/hell”; cf. i yan(y)atak covn ‘to 
the bottomless sea’ [Odaba&yan 1976: 121; Harut‘yunyan 2000: 12]; in the dialect of 
Mus (Bulanox): <...> i cov, /Covn h'anatak [Movsisyan 1972: 130a]; etc. For the 
relationship i y- : MuS h’-, see Weitenberg 1997. Note also the context with the 
ablative: hanem i yandndoc‘ (jur, albiwr, sogilk‘) ‘to take ((spring-)water, steam) 
from the Abyss’ (see Mnac‘akanyan 1956: 29317) 39112545). The preverb i/- (cf. 
Weitenberg 1986: 93-94) may also have played a role here; cf. *y-andndim *to get 
lost underground, get rid of smth., smb.’. 

In my view, the structure of *y-an-dund-k' is parallel to Armenian yatak *bottom 
(of sea, underworld, hell)’, dial. also ‘hell; abyss’: y- + Iran. privative a- + tak 
(*a-tak ‘bottomless’), exactly like *y-an-dund-k‘; cf. the synonymous Pahl. a-bun 
*bottomless'. For the etymological textual parallelism between the two Armenian 
synonyms, see s.vv. 

For further examples, see s.vv. an(u)t' armpit’, aru ‘brook’. 


-t'i, -ti, -di : PIE *-ti- 

This suffix is found in words of PIE origin (e.g. bay ‘word’ from PIE *b"h,-ti, It 
remained productive at later stages too. Compare an-jr-di ‘arid, not-watered’ (with 
privative an- and jur ‘water’), y-ur-t‘i “watered, irrigated, fertile’, nawt'i ‘hungry’ < 
*n- + *aw- + -t'i, perhaps also nay ‘moist’; see s.vv. Further, see 2.1.22.13-14. 

Arm. sard, i- stem ‘spider’ (Bible; dial.) is usually treated as a *-ti- derivative: 
*kr-ti- > sard, obl. sard-i(-). See s.v. 

In spand, i-stem ‘slaughter’ (cf. span-anem ‘to kill’; see s.v.), Viredaz (2005: 
91-92, 9766) sees an Armenian creation with the suffix *-di- < PIE *-tis, which, 
being “phonetically regular after *r and */, seems to have been analogically 
extended after n”. He points out that -nd is not regular here, in view of hun ‘ford’ < 
*pontis. However, hun may be from *pontH-. 

Svedia *anapurt ‘uninhabited’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 55a], anaburd dit 
*uninhabited place’ [Andreasyan 1967: 201]. Andreasyan (1967: 353b) derives it 
from anapat ‘desert’, which is unsatisfactory. From anapat one expects Svedia 
*anabud. The word may be composed (or folk-etymologically reinterpreted as such) 
of the privative prefix an-, the root apur- ‘to live’ and a suffixal element -d. The 
latter may derive from IE *-ti-, with regular voicing of *-t- after *-r-. See also s.v. 
anjrdi (preserved in Zeyt'un and Goris). 

There are some formations in -fi, with a voiceless unaspirated -t-. ClArm. /k-ti 
‘licentious’ seems to derive from verbal /k-n-im ‘to be/become licentious’ (on 
which, see HAB 2: 289-290, in separate entries). This may help to etymologize 
some other words. For instance, ang-ti ‘prostitute’ (John Chrysostom) probably 
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derives from ank/ganim ‘to fall down; to sin, prostitute’ (q.v.). In “Bargirk‘ hayoc‘“ 
(Amalyan 1975: 252°) one finds ipti, glossed by /kti ‘licentious’. This form is 
hardly a corruption for htpit (as has been assumed by Acaryan, HAB 3: 129a, who 
also cites sptil in Philo). It may rather be regarded as a ti-derivation of šp -anam ‘to 
boast’ (John Chrysostom), dial. ‘to become spoilt, mischievous’ (on which, see 
HAB 3: 5462). 

dial. (Xian) an-/r-ti ‘garrulous, chattering, talkative’; Aéaryan (1913: 100a) 
writes: “it seems composed of the privative an- and the verb /rel ‘to be silent’”. He 
does not specify -ti, which is clearly a deverbative suffix here. Thus, an-Ir-ti 
basically means ‘who does not become silent’. 

Urmia, Salmast anirti ‘insatiable (for eating and drinking)’ [GwrUrmSalm 1, 
1897: 545] is probably composed of privative an-, /(i)r- ‘full’ and the suffix -ti. 


ce 

c‘ (prep.) ‘to, up to’; lexicalized in e.g. c -ayg ‘night’ < **to morning’, c -erek ‘day’ 
< **to evening’. Further, see s.vv. c'ank/g ‘hedge, fence; list, table of contents’, 
c 'nor-k' ‘fancy, day-dream; bad dream, apparition, bogy’. 

Connected with Skt. áccha (adv.) ‘to, towards’ (see Hübschmann 1897: 499 with 
lit.; Matzinger 2005: 132; Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 1992: 50 with lit.). Ačatyan (HAB 
4: 446a; see also Jahukyan 1987: 245) links Arm. c - with Lat. ad ‘to, towards, near 
by, at, before, up to, until’ etc., assuming *ad-sk-. Olsen (1999: 811) derives c - 
from *poti-, which is untenable. One expects *oc - from *poti-. 

The best solution is to directly connect Arm. c“ with Skt. áccha (adv.) ‘to, 
towards’ < Pllran. *a-séa, probably from PIE *h ,eskeh,,especially Lubotsky 
2001a: 41-42. As has been pointed out by Lubotsky (ibid.), “the initial *e- has 
disappeared in Armenian, due to the proclitic nature of the word, cf. ast ‘after’ < 
*post, and ‘to’ < *anti, etc.”. 


2.3.2 Reduplication 


On reduplication patterns of Proto-Armenian I refer to the survey in Jahukyan 1987: 
250-252. On reduplicated presents, see 2.2.6.1, and s.vv. koskocem ‘to beat, break’, 
yotdotdem ‘to shake, move, cause to totter, waver’, y-orj-orj-em ‘to call’. 

Greppin (1981b) argues that the IE reduplicated verb class was not continued in 
Armenian, and that reduplication was (re)introduced into Armenian through the 
influence of Hittito-Luwian and perhaps also Hurro-Urartian. See the references in 
Greppin 1981b: 8. I cannot share this opinion since: (1) the material introduced by 
Greppin is far from exhaustive; (2) some examples of native origin are removed to 
hastily; cf. hototim ‘to smell’ vs. Gr. óócóij f. ‘smell’ and perf. óócóo; although in 
some cases we have no reduplicated formations in cognate languages, one still has to 
reckon with the fact that they are of IE origin; see e.g. s.v. hetet ‘flood’; further, note 
e.g. kokov- ‘to boast’ vs. Skt. intensive joguve ‘to call, announce’ from gav- ‘to call, 
invoke, praise’ (see s.v.); (3) words like xaxank', mrmram, tatrak etc. (also those not 
included in Greppin's list, such as alalak etc.; see above) which all have 
reduplicated parallels in cognate languages cannot be removed only because of their 
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onomatopoeic nature; (4) Greppin himself accepts kokord ‘throat’ and sisern 
‘chickpea’; (5) there are only a couple of examples where we may be dealing with 
Hittite loans, and all of these represent full reduplication only (cf. xotxotem ‘to 
slaughter’, jaxjaxem ‘to crush, destroy’, etc.; on gefgel-, see s.v.), whereas the 
examples above, as well as the examples of the types *Ci-CaR (see s.v. cicat 
‘laughter’, cf. also s.v. sisat *demon") and *Ca-CuC (see below) are of IE origin. 

In Classical Armenian, intensive reduplication occurs not only to form new 
words, but also merely as a repetition, or in distributive function, or to express the 
meaning ‘every’. E.g. in P‘awstos Buzand 4.55 (1883-1984: 147^ transl. Garsoian 
(1989: 176): xalac (uc ')eal ew zayl gerut'iwns gawarac' gawarac', kolmanc' 
kotmanc <, p 'ori p'ori, zasxarhi asxarhi, acin Zolovec 'in i k'alak'n Naxcawan, zi and 
er zorazotov iwreanc‘ zorac‘n : “[the Persians] also took away captives from every 
district, region, valley, and realm, and collected them in the city of Nax¢awan, for 
that was the gathering place for their army”. Malxasyanc‘ (1987: 267) translates not 
“from every” but “from various (zanazan)”. 

Srj- ‘to turn’ : Srj-Srj-, attested in Agat'angelos § 112 (1909=1980: 66°”; transl. 
Thomson 1976: 125): ew k'arsec'in ew t'alec'in zna i tataskin; ew Srjsrjein zna 
anden : “they dragged and buried and rolled him in the ‘thistles’”. For the whole 
passage, see s.v. tatask ‘thistle’. 

For a list of such examples, see Leroy 1986: 64-65, and, with the conjunction -a-, 
70-71. 


With the copula ew 


In Agat‘angelos § 33 (1909-1980: 22-5 transl. Thomson 1976: 49): Zi getn Erasx 
yaruc 'eal gayr li dariw ew dariw : “For the river Araxes had risen and was flowing 
full to both banks". The same expression occurs in Joshua 3.15: .... c 'eal gayr doriw 
ew dariw. Here the Greek text reads as follows: 6 ó2 Jondounc EnAnpov Kav’ óAqv 
nv Konnida avtod cosi Nuspaı Vepıouod nup@v. As is clear from the collation of the 
passage, the Armenian phrase is not a Greek calque. Acaryan (HAB 1: 631b) does 
not mention this passage, but compares Agat'angelos' phrase with a similar one 
from 1 Paralipomenon 12.15 with ap n ‘shore, bank’ instead of dar : gayr [getn 
Yordanan] li ap ‘amb ew ap 'amb ar hasarak cayriw iwrov . 


Reduplication a/o, a/u, etc. 


For this type, Leroy (1986: 67, 6729) presents only one example: hay-hoy-em ‘to 
scold, utter abuse or slander’ (Bible+; dial. Ararat, Sebastia etc.), cf. Pers. hay u hoy 
‘tumulte, plainte’, etc.; onomatopoetic [HAB 3: 30b]. In the dialect of Larabat it has 
been replaced by havhavel (HAB), a reduplication of *hov or *huv, unless one 
assumes remodelling with the copula u ‘and’: *hayuhoy > *ha(y)whoy > (assimil.) 
*hov-hov; cf. also Pers. häy ii höy. See also Jahukyan 1987: 250-252, 364. 

For a remarkable type a/u-reduplication see s.vv. aljamulj ‘darkness, twilight’, 
karkut ‘hail’, mamul ‘press’, mamur ‘moss’. Note also kerakur ‘food’ (see s.v. ker- 
‘to eat’). All these words are of IE origin. 


3. SEMANTICS, CULTURE AND ETYMOLOGY 


This section comprises sketches on several semantic fields, which can illustrate the 
relevance of anthropological and mythological evidence for philological and 
etymological studies. At the end of this section I present an overview of the 
Mediterranean-Pontic substratum lexicon, which mainly comprises animal and plant 
names, as well as cultural words. 

An interesting case demonstrating an agreement between philological analysis, 
dialectal spread and zoological data is represented by analut‘ ‘a kind of deer’ (see 
s.v. and 1.6). 


3.1 Astral/Celestial world 


3.1.1 Starry sky 


There is a certain association of ‘Pleiades’ and ‘starry sky’ with the idea of ‘sieve’ 
(possibly also: ‘sieve with a thousand holes/eyes), see Puhvel 1991. This is 
reminiscent of Axalk‘alak‘ *astucoy mata ‘sky’, literally: “the sieve of God”; used 
in an expression that means “who can escape from under the God's sieve (1.e. from 
the Last Judgement)?" [Aéarean 1913: 141b]. 

This equation is also found in a widespread type of Armenian riddles where the 
starry sky is portrayed as a sieve (see S. Harut'yunyan 1965: 8-11). Compare ‘a 
thousand eyes’ in variants from Lori (10a?) and Axalc'xa (11b ^), in the latter 
referring to the Milky Way.'” A Partizak riddle on astiner ‘stars’ reads [Ter- 
Yakobean 1960: 389'!]: Mer tan vray mal mo hawkit' : “A sieve of eggs above our 
house". In a riddle from Moks (Karékana Nanokanc*) told by Armatan Martirosyan 
[Haykuni 1906: 350"'], astler ‘stars’ is represented as a sieve of c'ort'an (a milk 
product). 

The folk astronomy in all the countries of the Northern hemisphere distinguishes 
first of all (the ladle of) Ursa Major, Orion or its belt, and Ursa Minor [Karpenko 
1981: 45]. Of the Armenian designations of these astral terms, the following are of 
considerable importance: 

Sayl (rendering Gr. "4pxroópogc ‘the star Arcturus, Bearward’ in Job 9.9) vs. Gr. 
oazivn f. ‘chariot’, oánAAe nAsıag tò dotpov (Hesychius), the constellation being 
regarded as a car [considered to be of Phrygian (Lidén 1905; 1933: 454; HAB 4: 
169b; Scherer 1953: 145) or Thracian (Schmitt 1966) origin]. For various 
designations for Ursa Major based on ‘wagon, chariot’ in IE and non-IE languages, 
see Scherer 1953: 139-141; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 686, 686, (with ref.). 


1? Note that Axalc‘xa is geographically and dialectally very close to Axalk'alak*. 
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Hayk ‘Orion’ (see Alisan 1910: 130ff; B. Arak'elyan 1941), dial. Xek‘ (on which, 
see below, on Pleiades); cf. also Van xek'er ‘starry sky’ [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 
317b]. See s.v. alaw(s)unk '. 


3.1.2 Pleiades 


The dialectal designation for the constellation of Orion xek‘, xek ‘er, as well as the 
combined Xek -bazük' ‘Orion/Hayk and Pleiades’ are mentioned s.v. alaw(s)unk' 
‘Pleiades’ within the context of the close association of these two astronyms. On 
xek‘, xek'er, see HAB 3: 373; Lanalanyan 1969: 10, In fact, in the traditional story 
cited by Lanalanyan, xek er (a formation with double plural markers, namely E" and 
-er) ‘Orion’ seems to denote ‘Pleiades’, the well-known asterism in the constellation 
of Taurus. According to the story, the three sons and the three daughters (the total 
number of them thus being six) of Hayk (= Orion) transformed into those stars. This 
can be compared to the famous Greek version, in which the seven sisters pursued by 
Orion, metamorphosed to doves-Pleiades. 

Van Xeyk' is also attested in a late medieval folk-song (Sérenc‘, VanSaz 1, 1885: 
52; see also Abelyan 1940: 14). In a footnote, Sérenc‘ (ibid.) describes Xeyk‘ as 
follows: *A group of stars that is seen from in the East much before dawn". 

As is well known, one of the seven stars of Pleiades is barely visible, so in many 
cultures their canonic number is six, unlike the Greek tradition which has seven 
Pleiades; see Puhvel 1991: 1244. Note the fluctuation in the Indian tradition, in 
which the six stars of the Pleiades are said be the unfaithful wives of the seven sages 
(the stars of the Ursa Major); only the seventh was faithful (see Parpola 1985: 121). 
A typological parallel can be found, for example, in Tuareg tradition, where “die 
Plejaden sind die sieben Töchter der Nacht, von denen die siebente ein einäugiger 
Knabe ist” [Höltker 1928: 292]. 

Arm. bazum ‘many’ seems to be a loan from an unattested Mlran. form cognate 
with OAv. bezuuaite ‘dense’, Khot. balysga- ‘wide, large’ < *bazulaka-, Skt. bahu- 
‘many, much, frequent, abounding in’ (see Hübschmann 1897: 426-427; HAB 1: 
378; Bailey 1979: 270; Jahukyan 1987: 518; Mayrhofer EW Aia 2, 1996: 221; Olsen 
1999: 870). It is found in a few formations meaning ‘Pleiades’ in Classical and 
Middle Armenian, as well as in dialects [NHB 1: 415c; HAB 1: 379a; MijHayBar 1, 
1987: 108b; Amatuni 1912: 80b]. Cf. also Moks pdztink‘y [Acaryan 1952: 249], 
Satax päzunk” [M. Muradyan 1962: 193a], Svedia päzänk‘ (u > à is here regular 
before NK; the meaning here is “Ursa Minor’) [Andreasyan 1967: 355b, cf. 22] (all 
of them assimilated from bazum-k' or based on the "pure" *bazu- ?). The above- 
mentioned *bazuk‘, however, is not based on bazum ‘many’ with loss of the m, as is 
suggested in Acaryan 1952: 99, cf. 105, 249. One schould rather treat it as a parallel 
form next to bazum with a different Iranian suffix, that is *-ka-: *bazuk + -k' (pl. 
marker). 

Thus, *bazuk ‘Pleiades’ (« ‘many’) is an old dialectal word preserved in Van 
päzük (next to pdztimk‘ < bazum-k‘) [Aéatyan 1952: 43, 99, 105, 249], Metri bézuk 
[Alayan 1954: 25, 264], Larabal päzuk, pézuk [Davt'yan 1966: 323], Samsadin/ 
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Dilijan päzük [Mezunc‘ 1989: 185a], Boré‘alu (Lori) bazuk [Amatuni 1912: 80b], as 
well as in HamSen *bazuk (see Y. Muradean 1901: 80). 

To my knowledge, no Iranian forms (neither with a suffix m, nor with El meaning 
‘Pleiades’ have been mentioned in connection with the Armenian forms. The forth 
asterism of the Sogdian Lunar Zodiac may be Strf zk interpreted by Bogoljubov 
(1987: 9-10) as reflecting *Star-Bazuka-, the second component of which, namely 
bazu- ‘hand’, corresponds to the Indian equivalent asterism: Bahu- (cf. 
Monier-Williams 1899: 730b: ‘the constellation Ardra’, by lexicographers). If this is 
true, Arm. *bazuk ‘Pleiades’ (< ‘many’) is etymologically different. I cannot 
determine whether confusion has taken place here. At any rate, however, there 
seems to be a correlation; cf. Skt. bahuld- ‘thick; many’, f. pl. ‘Pleiades’, and 
bahula- ‘manifold; the month Karttika, when the moon is near the Pleiades’ (see 
Monier-Williams 1899: 726b and 730c, respectively). For the semantic development 
cf. also Arm. boyl ‘group’ (q.v.) : boyl-k‘ ‘Pleiades’ (see below). [The resemblance 
of boyl(k‘) with Skt. bahula- and bahula- seems to be accidental]. Numerous other 
parallels can be found in various languages (see Scherer 1953: 141f; Parvulescu 
1988: 103f; Puhvel 1991; etc.). 

Next to boyl-k‘ ‘Pleiades’ (from boyl, i-stem ‘group’ < *b"euH-I-i-, cf. Skt. bhüri- 
‘much, abundant, numerous’, OAv. buiri- ‘abundant’), Malat‘ia has p'ork' < 
*boyr-k‘, probably borrowed from Mlran. *bür- (cf. OAv. büiri- ‘abundant’), unless 
directly comparable with Lith. bürys ‘multitude, crowd’, Latv. büris ‘heap, mass’. In 
either case, we are dealing with the same semantic development: ‘multitude, mass’ > 
‘Pleiades’. 

Since the semantic development ‘multitude’ > ‘Pleiades’ is one of the most 
representative patterns for naming this star cluster, one may explain alaw(s)unk* 
‘Pleiades’ as containing the zero-grade form of y-olov ‘many’ (< *polhjus, cf. Gr. 
zoAóc ‘many’), namely *plhju- (cf. Skt. purti-, etc.). See s.v. 

Some Armenian forms of e.g. boy! ‘group’ (q.v.) refer to ‘Ursa Major’ rather than 
‘Pleiades’. This interchange, seen also in Hesychian ogz//o ‘Pleiades’ vs. Arm. sayl 
‘Ursa Major etc.’ (q.v.), can be conditioned by the fact that both comprise seven 
stars (cf. Schmitt 1966: 1482). There is also some fluctuation or confusion between 
‘Orion’, ‘Ursa Major’ and ‘Libra’; see 3.1.4. 


3.1.3 Milky Way 


Yard(a)got : In “Yatags ampoc‘ ew n$anac‘“ by Anania Sirakac‘i, 7th cent. (A. G. 
Abrahamyan 1944: 307'1"'): Astetk‘ en oroc‘ xarnakeal Canaparhk‘ linin gnac ‘ic’, 
or anuaneal koc 'i[n] yardgot : “There are piles of stars that stretch as a road and is 
called yardgof’ (cf. EArm transl. Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 1979: 319-75. The 
published text is based on the oldest Armenian manuscript of paper (Matenadaran 
Nr 2679) which is copied by the scribe Lukas in 971 AD (op. cit. 142). If the reading 
is reliable, the syncope of -a- antedates the 10th century (see s.v. afawni ‘dove’ for 
the syncope). See also below, on the dialect of Xotorjur. 

In *Yalags kendanatesakac‘“ by the same author (see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 
326"), in API: yardagols - zhet astuacoc 'n ` “the trace of gods". 
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In another passage, Anania Sirakac‘i (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 321' mentions 
yardagot ‘Milky Way’ in an enumeration of atmospheric visual phenomena. 

Discussing the various interpretations of the Kat'in cir ‘Milky Way’, lit. ‘circle of 
milk’, Anania Sirakac‘i (A. Abrahamyan 1940: 37, lines 15-19; see also Lanalanyan 
1969: 7\™*) mentions also Arm. Yardgoli het ‘the trail of the Straw-Thief’, explicitly 
interpreting it by the myth on the god Vahagn, the ancestor of the Armenians (naxni 
Hayoc^, who steals straw from Bar$am, the ancestor of the Assyrians (cf. also 
ModArm. transl. Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 1979: 95-96; for the passage with English 
translation see Russell 1987: 170). 

For other attestations of Yardagot see Alisan 1910: 126-130. 

Xotorjur *erdgot is explained as “cir xawarman which is better visible in august” 
[YusamXotorj 1964: 444b]. By cir xawarman, apparently, the ecliptic is meant, cf. 
Modern Armenian xawar-a-cir (see Malxaseanc‘ HBB 2: 251c). In reality, we seem 
to be dealing with a visible celestial body or phenomenon rather than an abstract line 
or circle, since Halean (ibid.) adds: “It is believed that these are [NB: plural - H. M.] 
the ones that make wind”. He also cites an expression: erdgotnin elan, erdn cackink' 
“the erdgot-s arose/appeared, let us cover the straw" [otherwise they will steal the 
straw]. [YusamXotorj 1964: 444b]. Then (op. cit. 447b), Hacean introduces another 
entry: erdgot ‘Milky Way’. I conclude that these two entries must be combined in 
the following way: erdgot (pl. erdgofni) denotes the Milky Way and is associated 
with the straw-stealing wind. See also below on Larabat *darman-a-got. 

The above-mentioned association with ecliptic is not surprising. Note that e.g. 
some Maya people (Chorti) seem to visualize the Milky Way as a path or axis 
intersecting with the ecliptic, the path of the Sun [Milbrath 1999: 40b]. 

Since Anania Sirakac‘i (7" cent.) was native of Sirak which is close to Xotorjur 
both dialectally and geographically, one may regard *Yard(-a)-go! as a potential 
case of an areal restriction recorded in the 7" century. Both Anania Sirakac‘i and the 
dialect of Xotorjur have the name in plural, as well as the syncopated form yardgot 
(manuscript from 971 AD). The area may have been somewhat larger since one also 
finds the word in other ka-dialects such as Tigranakert härt ‘k ‘ut (see Haneyan 1978: 
51). Note also AlaSkert Sanamor yerd [NZdehean 1902: 271]. For other designations 
of Milky Way comprising sanamayr ‘the mother of a baptized child for the 
godfather and godmother’ see below. See also s.v. hecanoc‘ ‘winnowing fan’, 
‘Milky Way’. 


In the eastern dialects, namely Ararat, Lori [Amatuni 1912: 162a; Aëatean 1913: 
270a] and Larabat [Lisic‘yan 1981: 66b], *Yard(-a)-got has been replaced by 
Darman-a-got ‘Milky Way’, with darman ‘straw’. The actual designation of the 
Milky Way in Larabat is Termanukoti Canapar “the road/way of the Straw-Thief" or 
Termani hati “the road/way of straw” [Lisic‘yan 1981: 66b]; according to DZejranov 
(1898: 91), tarmanu-koli Canapar in Cajkend-Geta&en. 

Larabat Termankyöt : *Darmangol occurs e.g. in an Ascension folk-song 
(“Jangyulum”) from Larabat (probably Susi) [Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 219, Nr 
1348]: 


Kyeta k‘asam a Termankyólin, 
Ast'xerin Soxkn a catkin c 'olin, 
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Lüsnangyän el ask a tiräl 
Lüs Cakatis vaeske p ‘otin. 


The river drives the Darmangot, 

The reflection of stars is on the dew of flowes, 
And the Moon has put his eye 

On the golden coin of my forehead. 


Obviously, Darmangot refers here to Milky Way; the river drives down the 
reflection of the Milky Way. 

In Varanda (a region of Larabal) Darmanago! also denotes a small cloud 
considered to be a sign for a wind which will steal straw from thrashing-floors (see 
Lalayan, ibid.). For the association between ‘Milky Way = Straw-Thief’ with 
*straw-stealing wind’ see above on Xotorjur. 

On corresponding beliefs particularly in connection with the testimony from 
Eznik Kotbac‘i (Sth cent.) see Garamanlean 1931: 515a; Abelyan 1941: 18, 23-25, 
30-31; B. Arak'elyan 1951: 80. For the comparison with Pers. kah kasan and some 
discussion see Russell 1987: 170, 174. 

Arm. Kat "in cir or Cir kat'in Kat'in cir, lit. ‘circle of milk’, is apparently a calque 
from Gr. xóxAog yalagiac ‘Milky Way’. On this calque, as well as many other 
designations of the Milky Way in other languages, some of which contain the 
element ‘straw’, see Alisan 1910: 128-130; Eilers 1974: 15-17; Karpenko 1981: 
14-26. 

However, the motif of *milk? in this connection is not only resulted from learned 
tampering. A traditional story recorded in Larabat relates the Milky Way with milk 
from the breast of a female werewolf [Lalayan 2, 1988: 175; Lanalanyan 1969: 
SIT. Lisic‘yan 1981: 66b]. 

The Armenian designations of the Milky Way and the traditional stories 
explaining those designations and the origin of the Milky Way (see Abeghian 1899: 
49-50; Y. Muradean 1901: 80; Mxit‘areanc‘ 1901: 181-5 Nzdehean 1902: 271; 
Alisan 1910: 129-130; Lalayan 2, 1988: 175; Amatuni 1912: 162a; Karst 1948: 
67-68, 76-79; Petoyan 1965: 341; Lanalanyan 1969: 7-9; S. Movsisyan 1972: 27b; 
Lisic‘yan 1981: 66b; Martirosyan-Gharagyozyan, FW 2003) are mostly connected 
with the idea of stealing, cf., apart from the above mentioned Yard(a)got and 
Darmanagol ‘Straw-Thief’, also Derman hti *Straw-way', as well as a number of 
designations comprising sanamayr “the mother of a baptized child for the godfather 
and godmother’: Sanamor canba (‘way’), Sanamor yerd (‘straw’), Sanamor k'as 
(‘track’), etc. 

On the other hand, the mouse is often considered to be ‘a stealer', note e.g. a 
proverb from Nor Naxijewan (see P‘ork‘Seyan 1971: 1116.5. The interpretation of 
the PIE word for the mouse (*muHs- = *müs-) as a root noun from *meus- ‘to steal 
(see Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 1996: 383-384) is perhaps doubtful because of the 
vocalism. Still, there are other examples confirming the association of the mouse 
with stealing, see Emeneau 1993: 199!?, One may therefore assume that “Vahagn 


IB Compare also perhaps Hittite kapirt ‘mouse’, if from PIE *b'er- ‘to carry, bear’, 
secondarily: ‘to steal’ (cf. Lat. für ‘thief?), cf. also the denominative verb Lyd. kabrdokid 
‘steal’ Mallory/Adams 1997: 387a; this is uncertain, however. 
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the Straw-Thief" was a chthonic deity somehow associated with the mouse, like 
Apollo Zurvdevg (from opivdoc “mouse’) and Mars Sminthianus (for which see 
Toporov 1977a: 55; Toporov 1977b: 48-49; Gindin 1977: 107-108;,,, 112), and the 
Milky Way has originally been considered “the way of Vahagn the Mouse / the 
Straw-Thief". This reconstruction may receive some support from Russ. morwuna 
mponka (mysína trópka) ‘Milky Way’, literally: “the Way of the Mouse", dial. 
Mysiny Trópki (see SlovRusNarGov 19, 1983). The only problem of my hypothesis 
seems to be the absence of evidence which would prove the direct association of the 
mouse with the Milky Way in Armenian, like we have for East Slavic. Nevertheless, 
we do find some possible indirect evidence, which would corroborate the 
hypothesis. 
A riddle from Daralagyaz-Keé‘ut, recorded by S. Harut'yunyan (1965: 8b‘*’), 

reads: 

ora gnac‘, 

muka mnac' 

The day passed, 

the mouse stayed. 


The answer of the riddle is: ASTLER ‘stars’. S. Harut'yunyan (op. cit. 220b?!) 
points out that *by the metaphor of the mouse, the smallness of stars 1s stressed". 
One might consider this explanation to be unsatisfactory. In the light of what has 
been said in this paragraph, I hypothetically assume that this riddle possibly betrays 
an otherwise lost denotation (or idea) of the Milky Way as “the Way of the Mouse / 
the Straw-Thief”. 

This putative interpretation of the Armenian Vahagn the Dragonslayer-Thunder- 
cloud as a kind of Apollo ZurvVeög receives some support from the well-known 
association of the mouse with thunder and its role in the “Thunder-myth’ (see 
Toporov 1977a: 52-57 with literature and discussion). For the association of Apollo 
Smintheus with Armenian Vahagn - St. Karapet, and on the giant mouse of Nemrud 
in the Mus plain (where Vahagn/Karapet was venerated) see A. Petrosyan 2002: 
140-141. 

In the Armenian folklore one finds possible traces of the association of the mouse 
with thunder. In Alek'sandrapol (Leninakan, nowadays Gyumri), when it thundered, 
the children touch walls with their backs and said (K‘ajberuni 1902: 83%"): 

Ampa gorac ' 
Muka crrac', 
Mayram xat‘un 
T'axto nstaw 


The cloud cried, 

the mouse squeaked, 
Mariam-Lady 

sat on the wooden bed. 
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3.1.4 Orion, Libra, and other asterisms 


3.1.4.1 Designations for Orion and Libra 


As we have seen in 3.1.2, the constellation Orion is called Hayk, dial. Xek‘. Other 
designations display a fluctuation with ‘Libra’: 

luc ‘yoke; burden; the beam of a balance from which the scales are suspended’ 
(Bible+), ‘the constellation Libra’ (Zak‘aria Kat‘otikos, 9" cent.), ‘pair’ 
(Geoponica); Mus/Bulanax /uc-k‘ is a constellation consisting of eight stars, each of 
them representing an actor in the ploughing process: yoked oxen, ploughmen, 
dinner-bringer, and wolf which attacked the latter [HAB 2: 301b]. S. Movsisyan 
(1972: 55b) offers almost the same picture, but here the constellation consists of 
seven stars and is identified as Ursa Major. See also s.v. /uca/t]li ‘Orion’; cf. Lat. 
iugula below. Note that Lat. iugula ‘the girdle of Orion’, as well as Gr. Cvyóv n. 
(also ¢oyóç m.) ‘yoke of a plough or of a carriage; beam of a balance; the 
constellation Libra’ are cognate with Arm. luc. Typologically compare OHG pfluoc 
‘Orion’ < ‘plough’, etc. (see Scherer 1953: 188, 224). 

Thus: /uc refers to ‘Libra’, ‘Orion’, ‘Ursa Major’. Note that Orion is often 
associated with Pleiades, and the latter is sometimes confused with Ursa Major (see 
s.v. alaw(s)unk' and 3.1.2). 

kšiř ‘weigh, balance, scales’ (Bible) : ‘the zodiacal constellation Libra’ in 
Hexaemeron, Anania Sirakac'i (see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 323, 327, 329-330, 
332); dial. Zeyt'un *ksirk‘ ‘the constellation Hayk/Orion’, Marala St 'ar-ksirk' ‘id.’ 
[Aéafean 1913: 582b, 1104a]. According to S. Movsisyan (1972: 55b), Bulanox 
Kserk' refers to a part of Orion with three stars forming one line and “called 
Samp ‘ur Haykay in astrology". This is in perfect agreement with the evidence from 
Anania Sirakac‘i’s "Yalags kendanatesakac‘“ (“On zodiacal constellations”), which 
states that the constellation Ksir consists of three stars (see A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 
332'*) and is thus, in fact, identical with the girdle of Orion. In another chapter 
(323.75, Arm. Kšiř is presented as equivalent to Gr. ziwgaws/ziwgos (cf. Coyóc 
‘yoke; beam of the balance; the constellation Libra’) and Pers. t/a]razuk, on which, 
see below. On *samp 'ur-ksirk' also see below. 

t[a]razuk Pers. ‘Libra’ (see above), cf. Pahl. tarazug, NPers. tarāzū ‘balance, 
scales; astr. Libra’ [MacKenzie 1971: 82]; see HAB 4: 383a. As has been shown by 
L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 230, this is a mere record of the Persian term rather than a 
borrowing. A recent borrowing from New Persian is found in the dialect of Akn: 
t'erazu (glossed by ksir) "a constellation comprising three stars on one line’ (see 
Canikean 1895: 331). The same dialect also has the appellative f'erazu ‘balance’ 
found in a folk-song (see op. cit. 439", footnote 4). 

Samp‘ur ‘rod of wood or metal’ (Bible+), in the book Efimérté and in the dialect 
of Zeyt'un: ‘the constellation Hayk/Orion’; cf. Ararat *samp 'ur-ksirk' ‘id.’ [Alarean 
1913: 820b; HAB 3: 492b]. For the association between Hayk [= Orion], Ksir, and 
Samp ur, see also *Bargirq hayoc‘“: Amalyan 1975: 17895. 270N""*; Alisan 1910: 
133-137. 
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Sasun Sahink ‘Libra’ [Petoyan 1965: 340]; on the appellative sähink “balance, 
scales’, see Petoyan 1954: 148; 1965: 509. 


Conclusion 

Different designations follow a common semantic pattern: ‘yoke’ or ‘balance, 
scales’. The central idea is here ‘pair, yoke’ or ‘rod, beam of the balance’ referring 
to the girdle of Orion, a short line of three bright stars across the middle of of the 
constellation Orion. 

The oldest Armenian designation of this pattern is /uc, of native origin, cf. Coyov 
n. (also ¢vyóç m.) “yoke; beam of the balance; the constellation Libra’, Lat. iugula f. 
‘a part of the constellation Orion, the girdle of Orion’, with a suffix somehow 
comparable with that of Arm. /uc-a/t/li (see s.v.). The other Armenian designations 
reflecting the same basic idea, namely *yoke', *balance, scales' or, in the case of 
Samp ‘ur, ‘the beam of a balance’ (cf. the corresponding meaning of /uc), are loans. 


3.1.4.2 Further remarks on Hayk/Orion and related issues 


According to Movses Xorenac'i 1.11 (1913-1991: 36-37; transl. Thomson 1978: 
87-88), the skillful archer (atefnawor) Hayk, the ancestor of the Armenians, kills Bel 
(identified with Nebrovt‘ in 1.5, p. 20'°) with an arrow, “embalmed the corpse of 
Bel with drugs, he [Mar Abas Catina — Thomson, note 5] says, and ordered it to be 
taken to Hark‘ and to be buried in a high place in the view of his wives and sons". 

Hark‘ was a district of Turuberan, northwest of Lake Van. The summit on which 
Bel has been buried may be identified with one of the mountains to the South of the 
district from which the river Mefraget issues. Another source of this river appears in 
a folk-version of this narrative, according to which Hayk took the corpse of Bel to 
the summit of the mountain Nemrut‘ (note the equation Bel-Nebrovt' above) and 
burnt it down; the fire turned into water and deepened downwards into the mountain 
(see Lanalanyan 1969: 73"'?'5. probably forming the underground sources of the 
river Metraget which is told to originate from a lake on the summit of the mountain 
Nemrut‘ (op. cit. 89253») 74 

As we have seen, the ancestor of the Armenians, Hayk, the skillful archer 
(atelnawor), is identified with the constellation of Orion, which was in a way 
associated with Pleiades. Particularly marked was the girdle of Orion, consisting of 
three bright stars across the middle of Orion. Orion is commonly associated with the 
number three because the three bright stars in Orion's Belt are easily seen even with 
the full moon nearby. For corresponding designations, as well as for the relation of 
Orion with Sirius compare e.g. the Maya traditions (see Milbrath 1999: 39a). 
Orion's dog is identified with Sirius, the Dog-Star (see Scherer 1953: 109-116), 
Arm. Sn-asti (lit. *dog-star"), attested in Anania Sirakac‘i as the first asterism in the 
list of eighteen stars or constellations which indicate zanjrewac‘ sastkut‘iwn 
“abundance of rains” (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 331-5. On Orion's Belt and the 
Dog-Star see also Ali8an 1910: 132-133, 137-138. On Hayk/Orion : Pleiades : Dog- 


174 At the Workshop in Michaelbeuern, Austria (July 2007), Satenik Gharagyozyan and 
myself presented a joint paper on this subject. 
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Star and related issues see references s.v. alaw(s)unk‘ ‘Pleiades’ to a number of 
works by A. Petrosyan, and especially A. Petrosyan 2003: 192-193, 205; see also 
s.v.v. hay and Hayk and place-name. 

We have also seen that the girdle of Orion (the Three-Star) was often named 
“beam of a balance’. In view of this, one may assume that the Persian theonym and 
asterism Tir, which, next to the meanings ‘the angel who is guardian of the cattle’, 
‘name of the fourth month and the 13th day of every month’, ‘the planet Mercury’, 
‘arrow’ etc., denotes also ‘a scale-beam’ (see Steingass 341a), may have referred to 
the divine archer of the type Orion/Hayk and/or to ‘Orion’s belt’ as well; cf. also 
tir-andaz ‘archer’. Note the Indo-Iranian term for the Orion’s girdle seen in the 
designation of Sirius *fistrija- < *tri-str-iio- ‘belonging to the Three Stars’: YAv. 
tistriiaeniio, -aeniias-catistriia- ‘Sirius-Stars’ [Hoffmann/Forssman 1996: 127], 
Tistriia- m. name of Sirius, worshipped as a god, Pahl. Tistar ‘Sirius’, considered as 
confused with Tir ‘the planet Mercury’, cf. also Pers. tir ‘arrow’ [MacKenzie 1971: 
83; Nyberg 1974: 193b], Skt. tisya- ( tistya-) m. name of a fixed star or asterism 
(RV+), etc. (Lelekov apud MifNarMir 2: 515; Mayrhofer EWAia 1: 649; cf. 
Bogoljubov 1987: 9; for another etymology of *Tistriia- involving tig-ri- ‘arrow’ 
etc., see Scherer 1953: 113 with ref). I putatively conclude that Pers. tir-andaz 
‘archer’ too referred to ‘Orion’ or ‘Orion’s belt, Three-Star’. This may be 
corroborated by the following considerations. 

The typical Armenian fasting period called Arajawor-a-c' (araj-awor ‘going in 
front, forerunner’) belongs to the movable feast-cycle at the end of the year roughly 
corresponding to January-February [K'ristHayast 2002: 75]. St. Sargis (mostly 
considered to be the Christian descendant of the resurrecting god Aray Gelec‘ik) and 
his dog, which always preceded the saint and was therefore called *araj-awor 
‘forerunner’, played an essential role in the traditional background of this fasting, 
the latter having been determined to honour the dog *arajawor which was killed by 
wolves [HAB 1: 252-253; Canikean 1895: 471; Matikean 1930: 153-170; 
Lap'anc'yan 1945: 61-68; A. Petrosyan 2001: 158]. 

Diachronically, the fasting Araj-awor-a-c' of the movable calendar seems to be 
somehow related with the fixed feast tearn-and-araj (lit. “going forwards to the 
Lord, meeting the Lord “), on February 13/14, corresponding to Candlemas (Germ. 
Lichtmesse), the feast of the presentation of Christ in the Temple or purification of 
the Virgin Mary celebrated with a great display of candles on the 2nd of February. 

The Armenian popular variant names of the feast are Terandez [Amatuni 1912: 
625a; Davt‘yan 1966 (C‘aylu)] or *Terntas [Aéatean 1913: 1025-1026] (found in 
numerous dialects); Ararat, Mus drndez [Amatuni 1912: 172]; Larabat Derdora(n)c ' 
[Davt‘yan 1966: 482] or Dondoronj [Lisictyan 1981: 70b], Goris Derdaranc' 
[Lisic‘yan 1969: 262-263], etc. [Bdoyan 1972: 445a¢g]. For an extensive description 
for Sebastia see Gabikean 1952: 528. NHB (2: 862b) presents Terantas as a dialectal 
equivalent to Tearn-and-araj and Tér-and-ays, the latter being a re-interpretation as 
“Lord with this" (see also HAB 4: 402b). Note Hacon Deyendez ‘New Year’ vs. 
Zeyt‘un deyindäs ‘Candlemas’ [HAB 4: 402b; Aéatyan 2003: 95, 340]. 
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In the same dialect of Hacon, the term for ‘Candlemas’ is substituted by šved, 
which goes back to suot ‘February, the month of freedom from devils; the demon of 
February' [HAB 3: 537-538]. 

Kesaria *kucuk' ‘a spirit personifying February’, in the village of Karmir — ‘the 
feast of Tearnandaraj (February 13/14)’ [Acarean 1913: 604a; Hoy 1898]. Acaryan 
(ibidem) separately mentions Partizak *kucuk ‘short, with broken handle’ (said of a 
spoon). Ant'osyan (1961: 262) takes these two together: güjüg ‘a spoon without a 
handle; February; the little finger’. 


The feast Tearnandaraj/Terantas *Candlemas' is especially characterized, apart from 
the display of candles, by a bonfire. The young people (including the barren women, 
e.g., in Goris) jumped over it, young couples walked round the fire, and the girls and 
women singed the hems of their skirts, etc. [Abeghian 1899: 72-73; Lisic'yan 1969: 
262-263; 1981: 70b; Bdoyan 1972: 444-447; K'ristHayast 2002: 1018-1020]. 
Contextually speaking, this festivity is a part of the final, ‘chaotic’ period of the year 
associated with wolves and demons (cf. Swot ‘demon’ : ‘February’ etc.) and 
immediately followed by the resurrection of the sun and nature and the establishing 
of the ‘cosmic order’. 

In both the Indian and Iranian systems of the lunar zodiac, the count starts with 
the asterism Pleiades. In those lists, the first lunar station is the one situated in the 
vicinity of the point of vernal equinox. It follows from this that both systems have 
been established somewhere between the 3rd and 2nd millennia when the point of 
vernal equinox was located near Pleiades [Bogoljubov 1987: 6-8]. Note that the 
latter is named *parvya- “first” (ibid.). [If this term originally derives from PIE 
*pe/olh u- ‘many’ (see s.v. alaw(s)unk' ‘Pleiades’), the association with *parvya- 
‘first’ must be treated as secondary]. At the end of each year, that is before the 
vernal equinox, Tistriia- conquered the demon of drought and released the waters 
[Bogoljubov 1987: 8-9]. 

In what follows I present an evaluation and summary of the above. 


1) The feast Tearnondaraj ‘Candlemas’ (February 13/14), lit. “going forwards to the 
Lord, meeting the Lord" can be regarded within the large context of the movable 
feast-cycle of the end of the year roughly corresponding to January-February, in 
relation with the (diachronically identic?) typical Armenian fasting period called 
Arajawor-a-c* (araj-awor ‘going in front, forerunner’). 


2) The central figures of this cycle are St. Sargis, the Christian descendant of the 
resurrecting god Aray Gelec'ik, and his dog which was always preceding the saint 
and was therefore called *araj-awor ‘forerunner’. The fasting has been established 
for commemoration of the dog which was killed by wolves. The dog is a prominent 
character in this cycle, in association with aralez-k' and the like (cf. the well-known 
motifs of Aray Getec‘ik, Artawazd, Zangi-Zrangi, etc.). Compare also St. Karapet, 
lit. ‘forerunner’, i.e. Yovhannes Mkrtié* = John the Baptist, the forerunner of Jesus 
Christ. It is remarkable that the festival of nawasard ‘New Year’ has been 
established for the commemoration of John the Baptist/St. Karapet (Agat'angelos $ 
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836 and P'awstos Buzand 4.15), and St. Karapet, according to a traditional story (see 
Lanalanyan 1969: 254-255), was associated with the dog. 


3) The month February with Tearnondaraj ‘Candlemas’ etc. formed the final, 
‘chaotic’ period of the year associated with wolves and demons and immediately 
followed by the resurrection/release of the sun and/or waters, 1.e. the rebirth of the 
nature, and the establishing of the ‘cosmic order’. In the Armenian dialect of Hacon, 
remarkably, Deyendez < *Terant/das/z ‘Candlemas’ has shifted its meaning to ‘New 
Year’ (hardly due to influence by dayi < tari ‘year’), and the meaning ‘Candlemas’ 
is represented by šved, which goes back to suot ‘February, the month of freedom 
from devils; the demon of February’. 

For the contrast with wolves see above under point 2. In MuS/Bulanox, one of the 
stars of the Armenian asterism /uc (lit. ‘yoke; beam of the balance’), usually 
referring to Orion or Libra (or Ursa Major, which has often been confused with 
Pleiades), represents the wolf attacking the person who brought dinner to the 
ploughmen. 


4) In a deeper perspective, *Tearnandaraj ‘Candlemas’ can be interpreted as ‘(the 
feast of) the Archer Hayk/Orion = Ilran. *Tistriia-’ in association with Pleiades, 
marking the vernal equinox and, subsequently, the New Year, and Sirius, Orion’s 
dog. Iranian Tistriia- conquered the demon of drought and released the waters. 
Similarly, the skillful archer Hayk, the ancestor and eponym of the Armenians, kills 
Bel/Nebrovt‘ and (indirectly) gives rise to the underground sources of the river 
Metraget, lit. ‘honey-river’ (see S. Harut‘yunyan 2000: 226, 230, espec. 232; A. 
Petrosyan 2003: 203-204). The names of both Tistriia- and Hayk are related with the 
asterism *Orion's belt’ : ‘Three-Star’. Note also Arm. Sn-ast! ‘Sirius’, lit. ‘dog-star’, 
the first in Sirakac‘i’s list of the asterisms which indicate “abundance of rains”. 


5) Arm. dial. *Terant/das/z ‘Candlemas’ can hardly be explained as a corrupted or 
re-interpreted form of Tearnandaraj. The connection with the theonym Tir proposed 
by Durean (1933: 46; accepted by P. Xac'atryan 1990: 81-82) is more plausible. One 
may treat *Terant/das/z as reflecting (or influenced by) Pers. tir-andaz ‘archer’ and 
testifying by this the unattested theonymical/astral aspect of the latter, comparable to 
the divine/astral archer Hayk/Orion/Tistriia- (see under point 4 above). Next to tir- 
andaz ‘archer’, note the Persian theonym and asterism Tir, which also denotes ‘a 
scale-beam’ (cf. the association ‘beam of the balance’ : ‘Orion’s belt’). 


3.1.5 Planets 


Of names comprising native Armenian components most important are those of 
Venus, first of all Giser-a-var, lit. *Night-leader' (Bible+, see NHB 1: 555a), with 
giser ‘night’ (q.v.), compare the etymologically related forms: Gr. £ozepog m. 
‘evening; evening-star, Venus’, Lat. vesper ‘evening; evening-star'. 

In a homily by Zak‘aria Kat‘otikos (9th cent.) we find Efjeru ‘Deer, stag’ as the 
name of a planet, presumably the Venus (NHB 1: 657a; cf. HAB 1: 339a; 4: 126b; 
see also Alisan 1910: 121-123; Alayan 1986: 79-80; A. Petrosyan 2002: 6155); 
further, see G. Muradyan 2006: 1-2;. 
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In a tale written by H. T‘umanyan (5, 1994: 89-5, var. 611") entitled *Eljerun = 
The stag’, Etjeru-Lusasti “Venus, Morning Star’ appears at dawn. 

I propose to treat this asterism as ‘the star of the wild animal, Tierstern’, cf. Early 
German erster ‘Evening Star’ from tier ‘wild animal’, Lith. Zverine ‘Evening 
Star’ from Zveris ‘wild animal’ (Scherer 1953: 83-84). Note also Slavic designations 
of the types ‘star of the wild animal’ and ‘star of the wolf? (Karpenko 1981: 80). 
Since the deer is usually associated with ‘wolf? and with the general notion of ‘wild 
animal’ (see 3.5.2.3; cf. also Engl. deer vs. Germ. Tier ‘animal, beast’), one may 
link Arm. Eiter and those German and Balto-Slavic designations of the planet 
Venus as reflecting the same general pattern: ‘Tierstern’. 

For the association of the planet Venus with the Venus-like goddess note Astl-ik < 
‘little star’; further see e.g. Lisic‘yan 1969: 143. For the cult of the deer and see 
Mnac'akanyan 1977; Dewejyan 1982; for its association with the star and cross see 
Mnac'akanyan 1977: 18-20, 35. 

Another interesting asterism with IE and non-IE semantic parallels is dial. *hötat- 
astt ‘Evening Star’, see s.v. *hawt-at ‘shepherd’. 

Dialects mostly display compounds of the type e.g. Sasun Lus-ast# [Petoyan 
1965: 340, 478], Bulanox Lusu-asy! [S. Movsisyan 1972: 55b]. Note also *Bari 
lusoy astl ` Aréak Pari lusu ast ‘the planet Venus’, literally: ‘star of the Good light’ 
(see S. Avagyan 1978: 24b. ?).; cf. dial. barili/us ‘dawn’, literally ‘good light’ (see 
Amatuni 1912: 92a); cf. in a folk-song (see Abelyan 1940: 127- ^: Bari lusun durs 
elay “I went out at dawn". Typologically cf. Iran. *vahu-usa(h)-farnah- “whose 
good/benefit is from the farn of Morning Star" (see Bogoljubov 1989: 88). 

Most of the planet-names are loanwords or calques (see Eilers 1976 passim; G. 
Muradyan 2006). These are beyond the scope of my work. Here I will limit myself 
to Aprayoyz ‘the planet Saturn’, found in K‘ajuni [HAB 1: 243; L. Hovhannisyan 
1990: 220]. Though comprising Iranian components, this compound is an Armenian 
creation. It is composed as *apr < Pahl. abr ‘cloud’, Pers. abr ‘cloud’ (see 
MacKenzie 1971: 4) from PIE *nb"ro- (see s.v. amprop thunder") + -a- + yoyz ‘to 
move, stir’, lit. ‘cloud-mover, rain-bringer' [HAB 1: 243; L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 
220]. This is corroborated by Arak‘el Siwnec‘i (14-15? cent.) who describes Saturn, 
Zawhal astl, as amp-a-(y)holov (see A. G. Abrahamyan 1979: 47-5), composed of 
amp ‘cloud’ and holov- ‘to roll, move rolling, turn’. 

In the dictionary of Zak‘aria (15^ century) a similar compound is used to render 
amprop ‘thunder’, namely: ampayoyz < amp ‘cloud’ + -a- + yoyz (see Amalyan 
1966: 97). Compare yuzumn (or pl. yuzmun-k‘/s) ampoc', frequent in “Yalags 
ampoc‘ ew n&anac^ by Anania Sirakac‘i, 7^ cent. (A. G. Abrahamyan 1944: 
305-309). Note also hotm-a-yoyz-k‘, with hotm ‘wind’ as the first member 
(Hexaemeron); anjrew-a-yoyz, with anjrew ‘rain’ as the first member, in 
Hexaemeron (see K. Muradyan 1984: 195"") and Movsés Xorenac‘i 3.68 
(191321991: 365"; transl. Thomson 1978: 354): amarn anjrewayoyz “summer very 
rainy". 

I could not find parallels for this kind of designation of Saturn in Eilers 1976: 
88-97, 99-100. Its semantics is rather suitable to Jupiter; cf. the epithet of Zeus 
vegeAmyepéta ‘cloud-gatherer’. Note, however, appellatives like ‘Unglück’ and 
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*dunkelfarbig, düster" (Eilers ibid.). Further: Skt. anila-prakrti- ‘Saturn‘ < “having 
an airy or windy nature". 


3.1.6 Celestial Purple Sea and Otherworld 


Criticizing heathen notions about the world structure, Anania Sirakac‘i (P cent.) 
writes (A. Abrahamyan 1940: 155: Zcove asen xelagareal p‘ilisop‘ayk‘n 
het 'anosac ', t'e pat areal zerkraw, ew i miji covu e erkir orpes klzi mi : “The mad 
heathen philosophers say about the sea that it encircles the earth, and the earth is in 
the middle of the sea like an island" (cf. also ModArm. transl. Abrahamyan / 
Petrosyan 1979: 75). It has been assumed that Anania Sirakac‘i may have taken this 
information from Cosmas Indicopleustes [Abrahamyan/Petrosyan 1979: 34112]. 

cirani cov “Purple Sea’, in the famous epic fragment on the birth of Vahagn 
recorded by Movses Xorenac'i (1.31); see Abelean 1, 1955: 34; SaradZeva 1976: 
192. See the passage s.v. erkn 'labour pains, pang (of childbirth); fear, grief, 
sorrow’. 

In a medieval riddle [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 21371 written by Nersés Snorhali 
(12^ cent, Cilicia), the mirror (hayeli) is represented as ciran cov-ik ‘little 
purple-sea’. 

In a folk morning-prayer from Getark‘unik‘ (R. Grigoryan 1983: 235a): Erkink‘ 
cov a cirani “The heaven is a purple sea”. 

In a folk-song consisting of a series of questions and answers of the pattern: 
“Whom may my little child resemble? — May (or may not) he resemble ...” (R. 
Grigoryan 1970: 175*995). among negative answers, Ciran cov ‘Purple Sea’, as well 
as arew ‘sun’ and lusin ‘moon’ are mentioned. 

In ritual songs of Car-zardar ‘Palm Sunday’: “My friend fell into the sea, and the 
sea (cov) became purple (cirani)” [R. Grigoryan 1970: 317-319, 321]. 

Compare dial. arun cov *Blood-Sea': in a number of variants for the riddle on 
thunder or hail the heavenly sea is represented as ‘blood-sea’: Širak aryunacov, 
Basen arni cov, Boré‘alu (Lori) aren cov, arin cov (on this and on Purple Sea in 
general, see Abeghian 1899: 77; S. Harut‘yunyan 1965: 11-12, 223-224; 2000: 80- 
83; A. Petrosyan 2002: 13-14). In geographically unspecified variants of the riddle: 
aran-cov, arun cov [S. Harut'yunyan 1965: 6laN"?*/251a, 2043^9997/35 1b]. 

In a folk-song from Moks (Yovsép‘eanc‘ 1892: 22™ "$: 


Car am ker mec‘ arankin covirun, 
Xawk' om ker meanc‘ en covun. 


There was a tree in blood-seas, there was a bird in that sea. 


In a folk-song (R. Grigoryan 1970: 352’), Lusunka k'eri “Uncle Lusunka” says 
he is coming Abrahamu covu veren “from over the sea of Abraham". Compare arün 
kól “Blood Lake" in a similar riddle from Akn (Canikean 1895: 188). 

In an incantation prayer against the evil eye entitled gir d'or ac'k'i “writing 
against the evil eye" written down in a hmayil (see Xac'ikyan 1963: 150) we read: 
El hoviwn Cirani, aracer yovitn Cirani *The purple shepherd arose; (he) was 
pasturing in the Purple valley". In another incantation, entitled gir cacac‘awi 
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“writing against breast-pain” (ibid.), mayr (‘mother’) Cirani, dusdr (‘daughter’) 
Cirani, and deter (?) Cirani are mentioned (Xac'ikyan op. cit. 151). 


We can thus consider a hypothetical female deity Cirani mayr "Purple Mother’ of 
the celestial Cirani cov ‘Purple Sea’; see the theonym Covean. 

The Purple pasture of the incantation above may reflect the IE picture of the 
Otherworld as a pasture (on which, see Thieme 1952: 48ff; Puhvel 1969; 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 823-824; Mallory/Adams 1997: 153b; Beekes 1998). 
Compare Arm. dial. Sebastia grotin'” ant 'cornfield/pastureland of the Other- 
world’ preserved in proverbs and in a curse formula, see Gabikean 1952: 60, 157, 
who explicitly refers to and 'cornfield, pastureland' and assumes mythological 
origin. 6 

A curse formula in Xotorjur [YuSamXotorj 1964: 466b] reads: Coveyn anc nis. 
The ending -eyn points to pl. -er + the article -n. In Xotorjur, the sonant -r- develops 
into -y- before a dental stop [YuSamXotorj 1964: 392] like in neighbouring dialects 
such as Hamsen. This probably holds true also for the position before -n-, as in 
Hamsen; cf. beran ‘mouth’ > HamSen peron, GSg peyni, etc. [Acatyan 1947: 65]. 
The formula should then be translated as follows: *May you pass over the seas". 
Since this is a curse, it seems most logical that here a reference is made to the 
“Otherworld, Valley of Death", which is situated beyond the water or seas (cf. 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 825-826). 


3.2 Sun; Moon 


The PIE word for ‘sun’, *shzu-l/n- (Beekes 1984), has been replaced by the Indo- 
European or Armeno-Aryan poetic designation of the sun: Arm. arew and Skt. ravi- 
(for discussion see Schmitt 1967: 259-260), cf. Hitt. haruuanai- ‘to become bright, 
to dawn' (see especially Eichner 1978). 

Of the two IE designations for ‘moon’ (Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 684-685), 
Armenian inherited */ouks-no-/-neh;- as lusin ‘moon’, cf. also /usn-kay, whereas the 
other is reflected in amis ‘month’ (see s.vv.). 

‘sun’ : ‘eye’. In a few Indo-European traditions the sun was considered as an eye; 
compare also Olr. súil ‘eye’ < *süli- from the PIE word for ‘sun’, *shzu-l/n- (see 
Bammesberger 1982; Schrijver 1995: 422; Adams and Beekes apud Mallory/Adams 
1997: 188a and 556b). 

Arm. areg-akn ‘sun’ is interpreted as ‘eye of the sun’ (or ‘das Auge, das die 
Sonne ist’, see Scherer 1953: 52); for discussion and parallels from other languages 
see Alisan 1910: 93; HAB 1: 107-108, 310b; Garamanlean 1931: 428-431, 501; 
Benveniste 1965: 5, 7-14; Ivanov 1983: 41; Olsen 1999: 675-676. Compare also 
ClArm. expressions where the sun is described as akn ‘eye’ (S. Harut‘yunyan 2000: 
40-43). The interpretation as ‘Quelle der Sonne’ (Abeghian 1899: 41, cf. 89; Schmitt 
1967: 219) seems to be gratuitous. 


175 Grot is the divine scribe. 
Sie Hardly related to Sebastia anten ‘the afterlife’, which is from ClArm. adverbial and, and- 
en ‘there’ (op. cit. 68-69). 
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‘Wheel of the sun’: Skt. süryasya cakrá-, Gr. ijAíov kükAoc, etc. (see Schmitt 
1967: 166-169; Ivanov/Toporov 1974: 221; Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 1: 350-351; 
2: 720-721; Kazanskij 2005). For the association ‘sun’ : *wheel' in Armenian 
literature (especially Eznik Kotbac‘i) and folklore see Srvanjtyanc' 1, 1978: 77, 168; 
Garamanlean 1931: 431, 495, 501; H. Israyelyan 1973: 69. 

*Chariot of the sun" in IE and non-IE traditions, see Ivanov apud MifNarMir 1: 
664-665 with lit.; Mallory/Adams 1997: 627b; *Horses of the sun’: for Greek and 
Aryan passages see Schmitt 1967: 165-166. For the “Viergespann’ of the sun in 
Greek note the Armenian belief recorded by Alisan (1910: 98-99; see also H. 
Israyelyan 1973: 65-69; S. Harut‘yunyan 2000: 44). In this relation it is remarkable 
that Armenian both arew ‘sun’ and ji ‘horse’ belong to the poetic language shared 
with Indo-Aryan (see s.vv.; also Porzig 1954: 162 = 1964: 239-240; Xacaturova 
1973: 198; Ritter 2006: 413-414). For another pair belonging to the poetic language 
(this time from Armenian-Greek-Indo-Iranian unity) see s.vv. arcui ‘eagle’ and c ‘in 
‘kite’. 

Both arew ‘sun’ and /usin ‘moon’ have been deified (see Abeghian 1899: 41-49; 
Alisan 1910: 93-115; S. Harut‘yunyan 2000: 40-64); see also s.v. areg ‘sun’. 


3.3 Time 


3.3.1 Temporal, spatial and processual aspects 


PIE *dieu- has two basic meanings: ‘day’ and ‘heaven’. These, in fact, reflect the 
temoral and spatial aspects of the basic meaning ‘daylight’. Note also Lat. saeculum 
(Weitenberg, p.c.). 


Here are some more examples for the interchange between temporal, spatial and 
processual aspects: 

and, anden ‘then, in that time; there, in that place’ (both in the Sth cent.); 

atean ‘meeting, gathering; judgement, interrogation’ : ‘court-room’ : ‘time, 
while’ [HAB 1: 286-287]; 

Zam ‘time; hour’ : ‘church ceremony’ : ‘church’ [HAB 2: 221-224]; 

vayr ‘place’ :‘field, commons’ : ‘a while’, vayrkean ‘minute’ [HAB 4: 300b]; 

dial. tefa ‘while’ (< te? ‘place’); cf. in a fairy-tale from Lori: manelis telo ‘while 
spinning’; xac‘a gnalis telo ‘while going to the Cross’ (see HZHek‘ 8, 1977: 73? 
and 75-5, respectively); in Sam&adin (Tavu&): arek‘naka mer mtnilis telo “when the 
sun was setting" [Xemé‘yan 2000: 28a'”]. 


Next to these examples, Acaryan (HAB 1: 286-287) also mentions Pers. gah. One 
may add more: 

Parth. tcr [*tazar] ‘palace, dwelling’; as an astronomical term, ‘double hour, 
period of two hours’ [Boyce 1977: 86]; 

Lat. saeculum, -ul- n. ‘the body of individuals born at a particular time, 
generation; (pl.) the succession of generations; a breed, race; the present time, the 
contemporary generation, the age; human life time, generation; century; human life, 
the world’ (Oxford Latin Dictionary). 
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Celt. bitu- ‘world’ < *‘life’ (see Meid 1985); this is reminiscent of Arm. *asxarh 
mínel ‘to marry’, lit. ‘to enter into the world/life’. 

Arm. ropé ‘second, moment, eye-wink’ (= ‘element/unit of time’ — temporal 
aspect) : rope-k' ‘world’ (= ‘elements of space’ — spatial aspect)’. 


3.3.2 Seasons 


Among the PIE seasonal terms, ‘winter’ and ‘spring’ are stable, while ‘summer’ and 
‘autumn’ are liable to innovations. One assumes that the PIE system of seasons 
comprised three seasons, one of them being ‘summer and autumn’; for references 
and discussion, see Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 852-853, 853-854, = 1995: 750- 
75120. 

The new terms for ‘summer’ often derive from words for ‘year’, cf. Arm. amarn 
‘summer’ ` OHG sumar ‘summer’ vs. am ‘year’ : Skt. sáma- ‘year, season’ etc. (see 
s.vv.), as well as Russ. leto ‘summer’ : let ‘year’. 

The PIE word for ‘autumn’ has frequently been replaced by derivatives like ‘after 
summer’, ‘before winter, harvest’, etc. [Baldi/Mallory apud Mallory/Adams 1997: 
504b]. The autumn (and/or the end of the summer) is also associated with *harvest- 
time’ [E. Hofmann 1932: 132]. In the Indo-Iranian calendar, the year was divided 
into six seasons (on Iranian gähänbärs, six well-defined solar dates rather than 
seasons, see Hartner 1985: 749-756), of the Indic names of which only two reflect 
PIE seasonal terms: vasantá- ‘spring’ and hemantá- "winter" (see Erlix 1989: 246). 

The Armenian seasonal terms are usually stable. Some exceptional replacements 
have taken place in a few dialects. In Nor Naxijewan, asun ‘autumn’ has been 
replaced by *kiz/kuyz : giz, rural guyz (see P*ork'Seyan 1971: 220b): kuyza kuka “the 
autumn comes" (52b). Note that in the same song the winter is represented by the 
native, basic Armenian term jmern (52a-"): Cmero anc‘av, puk'a halec‘av “The 
winter passed, the snow melted". Other illustrations: usgeg kizin ‘in the late autumn’ 
(576^); kuyza egav “the autumn came” (79a™°). 

In a remarkable passage (80b.!^5, all the seasons are mentioned: kizin, cmera ew 
paherin cin xist aleg er, ama erb amara egav, cin p ‘eratc‘av “In autumn, winter and 
in fasts, the horse was very good, but when summer came, the horse <...>“. As we 
can see, the winter and summer are represented by the native terms cme? and amar, 
whereas kiz appears instead of asun ‘autumn’, and pah-er ‘fasts’ functions for the 
spring, of which the native term is garun. The words jmer and amar are also 
mentioned in 80b For the origin of *kiz/kuyz note Pers. güz ‘autumn’ (see 
Steingass 1102b). 

Next to amor from ClArm. amarn ‘summer’ (q.v.), of native/IE origin (see HAB 
1: 146; Aëatvan 2003: 296), the dialect of Zeyt‘un has also t'amuz (gen. t'amzon) 
‘summer’, borrowed from Arab. tammüz ‘July’ (Aéaryan 2003: 186). 


3.4 Geographical terms 


3.4.1 ‘mountain’ : ‘forest’ 


Regarding the semantic shift ‘mountain’ > ‘forest’, perhaps through intermediary 
‘wooded mountain = Bergwald’, cf. the IE and non-IE parallels mentioned in Tolstoj 
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1969: 22ff, 69, 71-73, 80-88; Martynov 1971: 14 (in Etimologija 1968); 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 666; Toporov, PrJaz (2), 1979: 164-165; as well as OHG 
hart etc. ‘Bergwald’ from ‘Stein(haufen)’. Further examples: PIE *gw(o)rH-eh;- 
‘mountain’: Skt. giri- m. ‘mountain, hill’, OCS gora, Czech hora ‘mountain’, Pol. 
góra ‘mountain’ : Lith. giria ‘wood’, Slk. hora ‘(wooded) mountain’, Sin. góra 
‘mountain, (dial.) wood’, etc. For the meaning ‘wooded mountain’, see also Nagy 
1974: 116, on *perk"unio-. 

In Armenian, this semantic shift is reflected in sar ‘mountain’ > Ham&en sar 
‘forest’? [Acaryan 1947: 253]. See also antar ‘forest’. The opposite development: 
Arm. *c‘axut > Hamsen dial. c 'axud ‘forest’ [Ačatyan 1947: 256], which in Muslim 
Hamsen also means ‘mountain’ [Bert Vaux, 21.10.03, Ham&en Conference, Leiden]; 
cmak ‘dark place’: dial. ‘forest’; according to Gabikean (1952: 475), Mus cmak 
means ‘brushy mountain’. 


3.4.2 ‘to stream, flow’ > *water(ed), irrigated land’ > ‘island, river-shore’ 


OHG. auwa, ouwa ‘meadow; island’, Germ. aue, au “Niederung, Flusslandschaft, 
Wiese; Insel’, and others derive from Germanic *ahw(j)ö ‘water’ (cf. OHG. aha, 
OEngl. ea ‘water; river’, etc.); cf. also OEngl. éaland, éalond ‘island’ = éa ‘water; 
river + land. The involved semantic development is: ‘of or pertaining to water, 
watery, watered’ > *watered place, meadow, island’. Further examples can be seen 
in Russ. ostrov ‘island’ < PIE *srou-, cf. Russ. struja ‘stream’, Lith. srauja, Latv. 
strauja ‘stream’, Skt. srav- ‘to stream, flow’, etc. (see s.vv. aru, arog); Skt. dvipa- 
‘island, island in a river, sandbank’ (RV+) < *dui-h;p-ó-, lit. ‘having water on two 
sides’, cf. Skt. ap- ‘water’, Toch. AB ap f. ‘water, river, stream’, etc. For more 
examples, see Jordan-Colera 1997. 

The semantic development can also be seen in Armenian; see s.v. getar(u). 
Another possible example is dial. (Urmia, Salmast) urj ‘an island or peninsula in a 
river’, if belonging to urd ‘a small canal’ (q.v.). 


3.5 Animals 


3.5.1 young animals : young branches : child, generation (human, fauna and 
flora) 


See s.v. erinj ‘calf? : ‘vine’, cf. ort‘ ‘id.’. Further morc, morc‘ ‘young branch, stick’ 
> Xarberd morc(ik), Dersim morj ‘thicket; young branch’ [HAB 3: 349b; Batramyan 
1960: 93a] : Sebastia manuk-morcuk ‘young (children, orphans)’ [Gabikean 1952: 
410] : Akn morc-ik ‘offspring, son or daughter’ [HAB 3: 349b]. 


‘beetroot’ 


The beetroot plays an important role in the semantic field *stem/stalk/root of a plant; 
tribe, generation’, cf. tak ‘root of a plant; tribe, family, kin’ (cf. also Kurd. tak ‘stem, 
stalk’, considered an Armenian borrowing), which refers to ‘beet’ in several 
dialects’ (see HAB 4: 360). For the semantic association ‘beet’ : ‘young branches, 
shoots’ note Arm. bazuk ‘arm’, which has generally shifted its semantics to ‘beet’, 
but in some dialects it refers to ‘thin and green branches of vine’ (Arabkir), ‘the 
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stalk, stem of a plant’ (Akn), etc. [HAB 1: 377]; cakandli bazuk in “BZSkaran jioy” 
(13th cent.), see C*ugaszyan 1980: 110°". 

Hebrew 1(")o ‘wild ox or a kind of antelope’ corresponding to Gr. dpvé and Arm. 
yamoyr, in Isaiah 51.20 stands for Gr. oevrAiov "beet" and Arm. cakndel ‘beet’. In 
this respect, a Partizak riddle [Ter-Yakobean 1960: 390'"'] seems particularly 
interesting. Here, č ük üntür "beet" is equated with karmir kov ‘red cow’. The same 
is seen in a riddle from Trapizon or Hamsen (collection of Nerses Fntk'yan; see 
T‘orlak‘yan 1986: 205^: Karmir kova ktrec'ank', kat‘il ma arun durs c'ekav : 
*We cut (slaughtered) the red cow, not a drop of blood came out". It should be borne 
in mind, however, that bovine animals are frequently found in riddles concerning 
different subjects; cf. karmir kov ‘red cow’ referring to fire (T'orlak'yan, ibid., the 
next riddle). Compare also karmir eiz ‘red bullock’ equated with keras ‘cherry etc.’ 
in Trapizon [Haykuni 1906: 351-75; sew kov ‘black cow’ = bolk ‘radish’ in Moks 
(Karékana Nanokanc*) [Haykuni 1906: 350-6]. In view of what has been said above 
on Gr. oentiiou ‘beetroot’ etc., nevertheless, the equation ‘beetroot’ : ‘cow’ in 
riddles may be significant. 

Bearing in mind this material, one may approach Mu& cav, Bulanox, Sirak, 
Aparan cavik ‘leaf of beet" (Amatuni 1912: 80a; see also HayLezBrbBar 3, 2004: 
374a) in a broader context of internal comparison. Karéewan and Kak'avaberd čev 
‘young animal’ is listed in glossaries of dialectal words without any inner-Armenian 
correspondence (see H. Muradyan 1960: 221b and 1967: 198b, respectively). 

Formally, it can be compared to Arm. ciw 'shin, shank', which also refers to the 
leg of humans and other vertebrates, as well as to the arm and wing (cf. T‘iflis, 
Ararat, Lazax, Larabat haw-ci/aw ‘poultry’ [Acarean 1913: 652a]), but a connection 
with *caw ‘leaf of beet’ seems semantically more attractive, especially in view of 
Metri gal-a-cev ‘the child of a thief? (see Alayan 1954: 294) = gol ‘thief? + -a- + čev, 
where čev apparently means something like ‘child, generation’ and should be linked 
with Karéewan and Kak‘avaberd čev ‘young animal’. The development a > e after 
unvoiced consonants in monosyllables is not very common in Kak‘avaberd, but we 
do have some examples here, cf. canc ‘fly’ > cenj or Cänj, cas ‘dinner’ > ces, C‘ap' 
‘measure’ > c'ep' (Varhavar), etc. (see H. Muradyan 1967: 21). In Karéevan there 
are more examples (see H. Muradyan 1967: 19). 

As to the literary language, it is tempting to consider cawak ‘child’ (also in 
cavaket' ‘daughter’), attested only by grammarians. De Lagarde (see HAB 2: 85a) 
and Jahukyan (1967: 210, 308) link cawak with zawak a-stem ‘child, offspring, 
tribe, generation’ (Bible+; widespread in the dialects). Jahukyan (1967: 210) 
proposed to connect cavak with Avest taoxman etc. (see HAB 4, s.v. tohm ‘tribe’), 
which is formally improbable. As to zawak, Iranian origin is considered possible 
(see Jahukyan 1987: 437, 555, 571), cf. Sogd. "wm (op. cit. 525, with a question 
mark). The latter (’’z’wn) means ‘being, creature; existence; child’ [MacKenzie 
1970: 43]. This etymology does not seem to be secure. There have been other 
attempts, e.g. Av. zgÜüwa > *zahwak > zawak (Marr, see HAB 2: 85). Olsen (1999: 
1515ss, 244-245, 769,4, 784, 858) derives it from Ir. *zanva-(ka-) < *genhjto-, cf. 
Av. zqva ‘birth etc", MPers. z’hk ‘child, offspring’ vs. z'tk ‘child’, with the 
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development  « w in intervocalic position. She admits (24576), however, that there 
is no reliable example of the development, and mentions hambaw ‘fame’ with a 
question mark. I therefore prefer positing Iran. *za(n)Uwa-ka-, cf. OAv. hu-zantu- 
‘of good lineage, noble’, haozqüffa- n. ‘good relationship’, Skt. jatu ‘from birth, by 
nature’, jantu- m. ‘creature, being, tribe, race’, from *g(e)nh)-tu- (cf. Marr's 
etymology), or Iran. *za-va-ka- < gnh)-uo-. 

For the alternation c — z Jahukyan (1967: 308) only mentions cawak : zawak, but 
there are more of such examples, e.g. xoz vs. xoc- ‘pig’. 

The internal comparison thus helps to reconstruct Arm. *caw(-) ‘child, 
generation; young animal; leaf of a beet(root)'. All three aspects (viz. human, fauna 
and flora) are present. 


3.5.2 ‘terrestrial beasts or insects : ‘pagan, abominable, demon’ 
‘grandmother, lady’! 


3.5.2.1 ‘woman, lady, (grand)mother’ : ‘insect, snail, frog etc.’ : ‘demon, spirit’ 


*mam-uk ‘little grandmother’ > ‘spider’: Mus mamuk ‘spider’ [Amatuni 1912: 
149-150], Svedia mämeüg ‘spider’ < *mam-uk [Andreasyan 1967: 374a], Polis, Nor 
Naxijewan mamuk ‘id.’, see Acarean 1913: 748a and HAB 4: 186b, with parallels 
from other languages: Kurd. pirik ‘grandmother; spider’, Georg. deda-zardeli 
**mother-spider', etc. Further: satanay ‘Satan’ > dial. ‘spider’ (see HAB 4: 164a, 
180a; cf. also 1: 658a); Mebi, Karéewan, Kak'avaberd tat ‘scorpion’, literally, 
*grandmother' (see s.v. tat *grandmother). 

mor, morm ‘tarantula’ (MidArm. and dial.) Gr. Mopuo, doe -oóc, Mopuov, 
-óvoc f. ‘she-monster, bogy’ (also used by nurses to frighten children), generally 
‘bugbear’, Lat. formido, inis f. ‘fear, terror; a thing which frightens, bogy’; note also 
Gr. uöpund ‘ant; fabulous animal in India’, Lat. formica ‘ant’, and especially Arm. 
dial. (Lori) marmanj (see s.v. mor, morm *tarantula"). 

Similar formations can also be found for the snail cf. Larabal ana-xat'un 
[Aéafean 1913: 93b], ala-xat'un (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 12a; also 
Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan FW 2003, Goris). In both forms the second component 
is xat‘un ‘Lady’. According to Aécaryan (ibid.), ana- is either the female personal 
name Anna, or Turk. anne ‘mother’. The latter seems more probable especially 
because, next to Goris anaxat'um/n, Margaryan (1975: 375a) also cites 
mama-xat‘um. As to the variant ala-, we must be dealing with al ‘female demon’. 
Note especially that by Hazara in Afghanistan the female demon dl is called a/-xatü 
< *al-xátün ‘Herrin Al’, see Monchi-Zadeh 1990: e") 

Metri, Karéewan, Kak'avaberd tat ‘scorpion’, literally, *grandmother'; see s.v. 
tat. 


177 This chapter is based on a study for which I received funding support from the Knights of 
Vartan FAS, to whom I express my deepest gratitude. Part of it was presented in a joint report 
with Satenik Gharagyozyan at the 10th General Conference of the AIEA, Vitoria-Gasteiz, 
7-10 September 2005 (see Martirosyan/Laragyozyan 2005), and at the Workshop Cultural, 
linguistic and ethnological interrelations in and around Armenia in Michaelbeuern, July 4-7, 
2007. 
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In a poem by Arak'el Siwnec‘i /14-15th cent./ [Poturean 1914: 52, stanza 30] the 
Virgin Mary is equated with a spider: 

Sard es luselen yankean, 

Aranc ' niwt' hines zostayn; 

Ansermn yelac or azBan. 

You are a shiny spider in the corner, 

You weave a web without material; 

You begot (became impregnated by) the Logos without sperm. 


Designations for ‘lady-bug’ (see for more detail s.v. zatik ‘sacrifice; Passover; 
Resurrection feast, Easter; feast’; dial. also ‘ladybug’): 


‘(bug of the) Virgin Mary’: Germ. Marienkäfer, Engl. ladybug, Arm. dial. 
Aréak/Van mayram xat'un “the Lady Mariam’, etc.; 


‘cow of God’: Arm. dial. Larabat *astucoy kov/eznak, Russ. boz’ja korovka, Lith. 
diévo karvyte, Roman. vaca domnului, etc. 


‘frog’ 

In a traditional story (about a place called T‘ornatap ‘, close to Goris) told by Salunc‘ 
Mak‘an and recorded by Sero Xanzadyan in 1947 (Lanalanyan 1969: 98N”°), a 
young woman is metamorphosed to a kyort ‘unk ‘frog’. A similar story from Alaskert 
narrates about a pregnant woman turning into a frog too (op. cit. 13075), There is a 
considerable body of ethnographic data showing that frogs were associated with 
ideas of fertility and rain, and were considered to be female devils or mermaids; 
frog-shaped talismans (or those made of frogs) were largely used by women 
(particularly when pregnant) [Bdoyan 1972: 476-478, 495-497; A. Israyelyan 1979: 
86]. On an oracular practice related to a big frog living in a well in the village of 
Sxnoc‘ (Karin/Erzrum region) see Lanalanyan 1969: 104^?9, Compare the oracular 
practice of the Finno-Ugric “Golden Woman” and a silvern frog (see Sokolova 
1990: 156). 

The motif of a girl transforming into a frog is widespread in fairy-tales as well; 
see e.g. HZHek‘ 3: 243, 326, 489; 4: 394; 5: 189, 593; 6: 69; 9: 195 [= Haykuni 
1902: 172], 343-346; 10: 73; 11: 200; 13: 284 (for these references I am indebted to 
S. Gharagyozyan). In two of these, namely those from HZHek‘ 9: 195 and 343-346, 
Krkran Sanamer and Xorxor xanum seem to implicitly represent an aquatic female 
deity personified as a frog and associated with weavering. For Xorxor cf. the 
homonymous spring under the rock of the Van fortress (see Srvanjtyanc‘ 1: 78). 

In a fairy-tale edited/retold by Nazinyan (1986: 79) one finds a contrast gort 
‘frog’ (female) : agrav ‘raven’ (male). 

According to N. Mkrté‘yan (PtmSivHisHay 1965: 455; N. Mkrté‘yan 2006: 152, 
584), the word surp‘ ‘frog, toad’ in the Armenian dialect of Sivri-Hisar derives from 
homonymous surp‘ ‘holy’ < ClArm. surb ‘pure; holy’ (q.v.). Since, as we have seen, 
the frog plays a significant role in rituals and folk-beliefs, the interpretation of N. 
Mkrté‘yan should be taken seriously. Note also Partizak mariam-gort ‘a big frog’ 
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[Ter-Yakobean 1960: 512], obviously composed of Mariam ‘St. Mary’ and gort 
‘frog’. 

We have seen that the frog is associated mainly with females. It is interesting to 
note in this respect that Arm. gort, i-stem ‘frog’ (q.v.) may be derived from QIE 
feminine *vord-iH-, cf. Latv. varde. 


Further examples: 

‘butterfly’: Arm. xipilik (mostly dial.) ‘nightmare, spirit; an illness; beautiful 
girl; doll; trefoil; etc.’ [HAB 2: 369]; Russ. babocka ‘butterfly’ from baba ‘woman, 
wife’, etc. 

‘damsel-fly, dragonfly, mosquito’: Engl. damsel-fly “the slender dragon-fly 
Agrion Virgo, and kindred species, called in French demoiselle” from damsel ‘a 
young unmarried woman’ (OxfEnglDict). 


3.5.2.2 ‘Hyena’, ‘wolf’, etc. 


‘Hyena’, ‘wolf’, ‘mule’ 

Arm. joreak ‘a kind of small locust’ is attested in the Bible, rendering Gr. Bpodyoc 
e.g. in Leviticus 11.22 (see Wevers 1997: 150). It seems to be composed of jori 
‘mule’ (Bible+, widespread in dialects) and the diminutive suffix -ak [NHB 2: 676a]. 

Aéaryan (HAB 4: 132a) points out that in Geoponica (13th cent.) the word occurs 
with uncertain semantics since it corresponds to Greek ‘hyena’; he records no 
dialectal forms. We in fact have strong evidence for MidArm. and dial. joreak 
‘hyena’. 

In Amirdovlat‘ Amasiac‘i (see S. Vardanjan 1990: 94-95, § 397, comment 
596397; MijHayBar 1, 1987: 138a; cf. NHB 1: 508b) one finds gayl-jori (gen. gayl- 
joru), gayl-jorek ‘hyena’, with gay! ‘wolf? as the first member. Since in such 
compounds gay/ usually functions as attributive to the animal represented by the 
second member of the compound (cf. gayl-agraw ‘a kind of raven’, with agraw 
‘raven’), gayl-jorek, literally ‘wolf-hyena’, may be interpreted as ‘a kind of hyena’. 
The compound is corroborated by dial. (Büt‘ania/Nikomedia) *gayl-jori ‘a kind of 
predator’ < gayl ‘wolf + jori (see Aéafean 1913: 219a), where an unsuffixed jori is 
used instead of joreak. Note that both Amasia and Nikomedia are located in the NW 
margins of the Armenian-speaking territories. 

The existence of joreak ‘hyena’ is corroborated by more straightforward and 
unambiguous evidence, both literary and dialectal. In a medieval riddle by Nersés 
Snorhali (12th cent., Cilicia) [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 298" TT the animal called 
Joreak is represented as follows: 

Azniw uni ink'n Zanik ‘, 

Isxanayk‘ mi ir handipik '; 
Gerezmanac ' uni balnik', 

Uti zmerealn u zoskrtik‘. 

He has tusks of a good kind; 

Do not you dare to encounter him! 
He has the key to the graves, 

He eats the dead and bones. 
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In the glossary of the book, Mnac'akanyan (1980: 503b) records joreak ‘locust’ 
referring to the very same riddle Nr 189. This does not make any sense. Given the 
evidence above, one can safely postulate the meaning ‘hyena’ of joreak, and this 
perfectly fits in the context. The hyena was also named mard-a-gayl *werewolf' (see 
s.v. gayl *wolf') and k'avt'ar-k'osi (see below) and is said to take out corpses from 
cemeteries (see Ananyan HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 421-433). 

In an incantation, Hmayil Nr 1 of Matenadaran (Harut‘yunyan 2006: 158a, Nr. 4, 
Line 11), jore(a)k (abl. i jorek-é) occurs in a list of beasts between gay! ‘wolf’ and 
arewc ‘lion’. S. Harut'yunyan (op. cit. 473a) hesitantly identifies the word with the 
insect-name joreak. Here again we are rather dealing with joreak ‘hyena’. 

In his list of animal-names in Svedia, Andreasyan (1967: 162) mentions cirag 
‘hyena’ glossing it by Arm. boreni and Arab. /dabaa/. Taking the word as “formally 
identical with jori ‘mule’ * (> Svedia čira, op. cit. 381b; in Aéafyan 2003: 586, 
jira), he does not give any further comment. I think it simply reflects joreak 
‘hyena’. Note that Nersés Snorhali is from Cilicia, and the dialects of Cilicia and 
Svedia form an appropriate locus for MidArm. items (cf. Aéaryan 2003: 12-13, 
350). On Svedia *jore-patik ‘hyena’ see 1.2. 

In a famous dance-song from Svedia / Musa Let we read (see YuSMusLer 1970: 
222 with ModArm. translation where jirek is correctly interpreted as ‘hyena’): 


Itew tuna mirek i, 

Mire kinol jirek i 

Behind the house there is brushwood, 
In the brushwood stays the hyena. 


C‘olak‘ean (1986: 216a, 277) records K‘esab jurik or jürik ‘hyena’ and derives it 
from joreak. 

The association ‘mule’ : ‘hyena’ should not surprise anyone. Firstly, both animals 
are considered “outlaws”. For the wolf and hyena, see below. As to the mule, the 
fact that this animal is unique in not having been created by the Creator (cf. the 
medieval riddles by the very same Nersés Snorhali in Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 2937, 
335N®), and the traditional stories according to which the mule has been cursed by 
Christ (see e.g. Lalayan 2, 1988: 428) seem to be sufficient to demonstrate its special 
status. Secondly, both meanings can derive from ‘brown or grey animal’, cf. Gr. 
KlAAÓG ‘grey’ : kíAAoc m. ‘ass’ and Cyprian ‘cicada’ (glossed as zerud zpoivóc in 
Hesychius); French grison ‘donkey’ vs. gris ‘grey’; Arm. *bor- ‘brown (animal)' : 
bor-eni ‘hyena’, perhaps also vorak ‘locust’ (lex.). 


‘Hyena’, ‘wolf’, ‘witch’ 
In the dialect of Svedia we find a compound j irabätig ‘hyena’ [Ataryan 2003: 350, 
426, 527, 585] or cirabdlag ‘an animal of the kind and size of the jackal’ 
[Andreasyan 1967: 162]. According to Aéaryan (2003: 350, 426, 585; HAB 4: 61b), 
j irabdtig ‘hyena’ is composed of j ‘ira < ClArm. jori ‘mule’ and ClArm. parik ‘a 
mythical being, spirit’, thus: *jori-(a-)parik ‘mule-demon/witch’ > ‘hyena’; cf. also 
Svedia bara-j irig ‘hyena’ = Arab. barrii ‘wild’ + joreak [HAB 4: 61b]. 

A compound *jori-a-parik ‘mule-demon/witch’ goes parallel with yusk-a-parik 
(Bible+), vsk-a-pari-k‘ (John Chrysostom) ‘a mythical being’, ‘ass-demon/fairy’, 
which renders Gr. övox&vravpog in Isaiah 13.22, 34.11, 34.14, and is composed of 
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*yusk/vusk- ‘ass’ (cf. Pers. vusk ‘ass’, Khot. jüsda- < *yauz-da- ‘ibex, mountain 
goat’), and parik ‘fairy’ (cf. Y Av. pairika- f. “sorceress, witch’, Pahl. parig ‘witch’, 
Bartholomae 1904: 863-864; MacKenzie 1971: 65) [Hiibschmann 1897: 199-200; 
HAB 3: 410; Bailey 1968: 157-158; 1979: 112a; Russell 1987: 449]. On the ‘hyenic’ 
aspect of jori ‘mule’ see above. 

Elsewhere (Aéaryan 2003: 527), the first component is considered to be jur 
‘water’. Compare in this respect *jr-parik which is recorded by Aéafyan (1913: 
945b) without any reference to the dialectal area. Interestingly, the meaning of this 
form is not ‘hyena’ but ‘an old woman which cures with sorcery and incantations’. 
This can be identified with Akn jrporik ‘old woman’, perhaps ‘witch’, which, 
according to S. Er&c‘ (1898: 380a), reflects *jr-parik with the sound change a > 2. In 
all his examples, however, as well as in those of Gabriélean 1912: 23, the sound 
change is seen in the position before the nasal -n-, and one is not sure whether it 
applies in other conditions too. 

If *jr-parik ‘old woman, witch, sorceress’ indeed comprises jur ‘water’ and parik, 
its original meaning would have been ‘female water spirit, nymph’. Svedia j ‘irabdtig 
hardly contains jur ‘water’ because it refers to ‘hyena’ (unless one assumes a 
subsequent semantic development ‘female water spirit’ > ‘old witch, sorceress’ > 
“hyena’). 

Aéaryan (2003: 426) mentions the change -r- > -/- not specifying it any further. 
The sound change may be dissimilatory. On the other hand, one should also take 
into account other factors such as contamination. Note, for instance, Sebastia cr-patu 
*frog; (pejorative) a new-born child of a woman' (see Gabikean 1952: 379). 

Further, note Marzvan *gayl-parav ‘a female evil spirit which, like the ali-paraw, 
strangles new-born children’ [Acarean 1913: 219a], obviously composed of gayl 
‘wolf’ and paraw ‘old woman’. 


‘Hyena’, ‘wolf’, ‘witch’, ‘leprosy, scab’ 

The basic Armenian word for ‘hyena’ is boreni, wo-stem: GDSg borenwoy 
(Jeremiah 12.9), AblSg i borenwoy (Paterica); borean, i-stem: GDPI borenic‘ 
(P‘awstos Buzand 4.13). The word seems to be related with *bor ‘brown or 
motley/spotted animal’ (cf. Karin borek ‘a dark-complexioned cow with white 
spots’, Aéatyan 1913: 203b; Mus bor hort ‘ik ‘brown or motley calf, HZHek* 13, 
1985: 161ff; etc.); bor ‘leprosy’ (cf. bor-ot ‘leprosy’, Bible+); Pahl. bor ‘reddish- 
brown, bay, chestnut (horse)’, Kurd. bor ‘grey; brown’, etc. 

The word for ‘leprosy’ is also associated with the notions of '(moral) dirt, 
heresy’, cf. bor-ot ‘leprous’ > Georg. borot'i ‘evil, bad, unjust, dangerous’, Arm. 
dialect of Malat‘ia borot ‘heretic’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 212a); Arm. pisak 
‘spotted; leprous’, dial. of Van and Larabat p ‘is ‘dirty’ vs. Pers. pis *leprous; dirty’ 
(see HAB 4: 84b; Acarean 1902: 352); Arm. dial. Van kr-ot ‘leprous; bad, useless’. 
The latter is identical with Ararat, Mus, Nor Bayazet gr-ot ‘id.’ (see Amatuni 1912: 
154b; Acarean 1913: 257b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 286b). 

Arm. dial. k'awt'ar-k'os(i) ‘hyena; old witch’ is present in T‘iflis, Larabat 
[Aéarean 1913: 1107a; HAB 4: 567a], Lazax [Ananyan 1961: 421]. Acaryan (HAB 
4: 567a) correctly presents the word with the meaning ‘hyena; old witch’, though 
earlier (1913: 11072) he had described the animal as ‘a kind of rabid wolf’. Ananyan 
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(1961: 421, 425, 427, 429, 432) corroborates the meaning ‘hyena’ and repeatedly 
states that this is the animal otherwise called mard-a-gel ‘werewolf’. 

The first component of the compound is k'awt'ar/F ‘hyena; old witch’, which is 
poorly attested but is widespread in the dialects [HAB 4: 567a]. In the late medieval 
dictionary Bargirk‘ hayoc‘ (Amalyan 1975: 5897, 337^?U7) k‘awt‘ar and 
k'ot'arine are represented as synonymous to boreni ‘hyena’, and the denotatum is 
said to eat the flesh of corpses. The word is borrowed from Pers. kaftar ‘hyena’ (cf. 
Pahl. haftar ‘hyena’, MacKenzie 1971: 39). 

For other forms in various languages see HAB 4: 567a; Bläsing 2000: 39. Bläsing 
(ibid.) records Turk. dial. kafdar, kaftarküc (Kars), kaftaküski (Ardvin) ‘hyena’, 
Azerbaijani kaftar ‘hyena; (pejorative) ‘alter, häßlicher Kerl, alter Knacker', 
kaftarkus ‘id.’, kaftarkus ‘alter Stinker’, mentioning also Arm. k‘awt‘ar/* and 
k'awt'ar-k'os(i). He points out that the element -kUs/s is unclear. 

I suggest to treat Arm. k'awt'ar-k'os(i) as containing k‘os ‘a kind of leprosy, 
scab’ (Bible+; widespread in dialects), cf. k‘os-ot ‘scabbed’, in dialects also ‘dirty, 
useless’ [Aéatean 1913: 1121b; HAB 4: 588a]"”*. If this is accepted, Azerbaijani 
kaftarkus, Turkish dialectal kaftarküc etc. should be regarded as Armenian loans. 
Note that the geographical distribution of Turkish dialectal (Kars, Ardvin) and 
Azerbaijani forms is roughly compatible to that of the Armenian term (T‘iflis, 
Larabat). 


3.5.2.3 Wolf as a *wild animal, animal of God? and *outlaw? 


The wolf and the deer 


In many IE and non-IE languages derivatives denoting ‘animals of God’ are used to 
designate ‘wild (not domesticated) animals’, cf. Hitt. siunas huitar “wild animals’, 
lit. ‘animals of God’, Latv. dieva zuosis ‘wild geese’, lit. ‘geese of God’, etc.” 

The deer and the wolf are often considered wild animals par excellence, animals 
of God, cf. Latv. dieva suns “wolf, lit. ‘dog of God’, Russ. dial. of Kolyma bozij 
olen’ ‘wild deer’, lit. ‘deer of God’, cf. Yakut tayara tabata ‘id.’, lit. ‘deer of 
Heaven-God’, etc. [Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 486-488 = 1995, 1: 406-408; 
Edelman 2003: 125-126], Polab. daiva korvo ‘deer’, lit. “wild cow, cow of God’ 
[Toporov PrJaz i-k, 1980: 242]; Pashto /ewa ‘wolf? < *daiu-ia- ‘of God’ (rather than 
*daevic', see Edelman 2003: 125-126). Note Arm. dial. of Zeyt'un veye, vere ‘deer’ 
from vayr-i ‘wild’, a derivative of < vayr ‘field, commons’ [HAB 4: 301b; Aéaryan 
2003: 65, 339]. Further, see s.v. arti(k) ‘wild sheep’. 

Such a parallelism between the deer and the wolf is also seen in designations of 
the planet Venus. In a homily by Zak‘aria Kat'olikos (9th cent.) we find Eiter 
‘Deer, Stag’ as the name of a planet, presumably the Venus. One may link Arm. 
Eljeru with Early German tierstern ‘Evening Star’ from tier ‘wild animal’, Lith. 
Zverine ‘Evening Star’ from žvėris ‘wild animal’ (Scherer 1953: 83-84), Slavic 
designations of the types ‘star of the wild animal’ and ‘star of the wolf" (Karpenko 


178 Tt is uncertain whether *-k‘os-i is in a way related with NPers. küse 'shark; sea-devil; 
having little beard’ (on which see BasPerzNed 2007: 199b). 
1? Typologically compare Nor Naxijewan, Polis *astucoy lefnero ‘very wild, uninhabited 
(places)’, lit. ‘mountains of God’ (see Acarean 1913: 141). 
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1981: 80). All these names reflect the same general pattern ‘Star of the wild animal, 
esp. deer or wolf’, ‘Tierstern’. See 3.1.5 for more details. 

Another illustration of the parallelism between the wolf and the deer can be seen 
in designations of the sun-shower in Armenian [Amatuni 1912: 69b; HayLezBrbBar 
1, 2001: 235a] and other languages often referring to the wolf [Abeghian 1899: 108; 
A. Petrosyan 1987: 5811] or to the hind (see e.g. Lalayean 1897: 247? = 1, 1983: 
247: Arewov anjrew galis, asum en, etniknera ka cnin “when it rains by the sun, they 
say, the hinds give birth"). See also A. Petrosyan 1987: 58,2. In Nerk‘in Basen, both 
the wolf and the hind function in this context (see Hakobyan 1974: 277). 


To become a wolf 


The idiomatic expression “to become a wolf" in $ 37 of the Hittite Laws (see J. 
Friedrich 1959: 27; Hoffner 1964: 38, 189-190), reflecting the concept “to be 
deprived from one's rights", has been discussed by Weitenberg (1991) in connection 
with Germanic and other data. On Germ. ‘wolf’ : ‘outlaw’ and other related 
problems see also Gerstein 1974; Ivanov 1975: 401-405; Ivanov 1977: 152-153). 
Weitenberg (op. cit. 194) points out that there is no material basis for direct 
comparison of Hittite *you have become a wolf" with wargus sit in the Lex Salica 
since the meaning ‘wolf’ of North Germanic vargr is recent. Then he introduces an 
interesting parallel from the Armenian Canonical law, gay! efew “he became a 
wolf", which reflects a background that is comparable to the situation in $ 37 of the 
Hittite Laws. 

It is not clear, however, whether the document is an originally Armenian text or a 
translation. Therefore, Weitenberg (op. cit. 195) comes to the following cautious 
conclusion: “it cannot be shown that at the Proto-Indo-European level such an 
expression was used in the sense in which it was used in Hittite: that it had a well 
defined meaning in legal language". 

The Armenian evidence becomes more reliable on the strength of a similar 
expression in Chapter 40 of the History of Lewond, 8th century [Sahnazareanc‘ 
1857: 196-5: ew xortaker zk'alc'r luc hawatoyn or i K ristos, ew orosiwr i höten 
Tearn ew zgenoyr zkerparan gayloy, ew partawor arner zink'n tiezerakan atenin : 
*He destroyed the easy yoke of his faith in Christ, separated himself from the flock 
of the Lord, and assumed the image of a wolf, thus making himself subject to the 
eternal judgement" (transl. Arzoumanian 1982: 145). The expression zgenoyr 
zkerparan gayloy literally means “he put on the image of a wolf" (cf. the ModArm. 
translation in Ter-Lewondyan 1982: 129). 

Note also a medieval riddle [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 289" by Nersés Snorhali 
(12th cent., Cilicia), where the wolf is described as a thief who did not worship 
Christ: č ër K ‘ristosi erkrpagot. 

One may assume that the phrase “to become a wolf" or “to assume the image of a 
wolf" at least in Hittite and Armenian legal traditions reflects an Indo-European 
legal expression. It seems to actually mean “to become an outlaw, offcast, a person 


declared to be outside the society". ? 


180 Compare Akkad. barbaru ‘wolf vs. Sumer. barbar ‘foreigner’; cf. Gr. Bdpßapog 
*foreign(er), non-Greek; uncivilised, raw’, Skt. barbara- ‘stammer’. 
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3.5.2.4 ‘hind, deer’ : ‘dragon, snake’ : ‘wolf’ : ‘devil’ 


‘hind’ : ‘dragon, snake’ 
In a medieval riddle [Mnac‘akanyan 1980: 287\"'™] written by Nersés Snorhali 
(12th cent., Cilicia), the hind (er) is described as follows: 


E annman atuor tikin, 
Ink‘n cnani zmayrn ojin 


She is a matchless lovely Lady; 
(she) herself gives birth to the mother of the snake. 


Amirdovlat* Amasiac‘i (15th cent.) thoroughly describes the snake-eating habit of 
the deer/stag (see Vardanjan 1990: 40). According to folk-beliefs recorded in 
Javaxk‘ (Axalk‘alak‘), the dragon (usap) = tornado originates from a new-born deer 
that has been taken to the sky by dragons [Lalayean 1897: 239 — 1, 1983: 241; see 
also Garamanlean 1931: 512a]. 

In two variants of the riddle on the thunder (see 3.2, on cirani cov) [S. 
Harut‘yunyan 1965: 61a" 9*/251a, 204a™°°7/321b], the thunder has been replaced 
by the stag (eljeru) and the dragon (visap). 

In a fairy tale from Larabat [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 492-494], a deer (jeyran) appears 
in the role of the resurrecting figure (which is commonly represented by a demon in 
fairy-tales), and transforms to a snake. 

On the association ‘deer’ : ‘dragon/snake’, see also Dewejyan 1982: 148-149. 


‘hind, deer’ : “wolf? : ‘devil’ 


As we have seen, the dragon and snake are associated with the deer. In view of the 
association of ‘Satan’ with ‘wolf’ and ‘hyena’ (see above, as well as 4.3), one also 
expects a parallelism between the wolf and the deer. Indeed, designations of the 
sun-shower in Armenian [Amatuni 1912: 69b; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 235a] and 
other languages often refer to the wolf [Abeghian 1899: 108; A. Petrosyan 1987: 
58], and in Javaxk‘ one finds the hind instead [Lalayean 1897: 247? = 1, 1983: 
247]: Arewov anjrew galis, asum en, einiknera ka cnin “when it rains during 
sunshine, they say, the hinds give birth". See also A. Petrosyan 1987: 58)>. In 
Nerk‘in Basen, both the wolf and the hind function in this context (see G. Hakobyan 
1974: 277). 

As we have seen above, in the same area, i.e. in Javaxk‘, the dragon is believed to 
originate from a new-born deer. The two motifs are combined in a variant attested 
by G. Ter-Mkrté‘yan, native of the same area (the village of Culrut' close to 
Axalc'xa), see P. Hakobyan 1979: 6. It says that dragons are born from hinds in 
mountains at the time of banjarbusuk. The latter refers to a a kind of soft snow or 
hail in early spring [Amatuni 1912: 89b; Aéarean 1913: 174b]. Remarkably, it is 
synonymous with siklik or saklik, which seems to refer to one of the daughters of 
Satan etymologically (see below). Thus, the sun-shower and banjarbusuk are related 
with the wolf, the deer, or the devil. 
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Also in designations for ‘plant-seeds floating in the air’ one finds the parallelism 
‘deer’ : ‘devil, Satan’; cf. Dilijan/Potosk‘ilisa baxri p ‘rp‘ur lit. “foam of deer’ (see 
Ananyan 1980: 370) vs. Atap‘azar satanayi crag and Polis satanayi arapa (see 
Acafean 1913: 956ab), lit. ‘Satan’s lamp’ and ‘Satan’s wagon’, respectively. 


Further etymological implications 


We have seen that there is enough material explicitly or implicitly reflecting an 
association between the deer, the snake or dragon, the wolf, and the devil. This 
evidence can play a significant role in etymological studies. In the following I will 
propose some ideas. 

Dragons are born from hinds at the time of banjarbusuk, that is ‘a kind of soft 
snow or hail in the early spring’ (see above). In DialAdd apud NHB 2: 1066c one 
finds a dialectal word siklik or saklik, which, according to Amatuni (1912: 589a), has 
been preserved in Trapizon. The word is synonymous with banjarbusuk. No 
etymological explanation of si/aklik is known to me. I think this word may be 
identified with one of the two daughters of Satan: Salik and Balik, in Ewdokia 
[Gazanéean 1899: 22, 54] and in Sebastia [Gabikean 1952: 499]; cf. the 
light-minded (giz) spouses Sklik and Baklik in a fairy-tale [HZHek‘ 3, 1962: 
388-390]. 


Dial. (Mu$, Van) xazal-aj ‘a kind of snake’, with oj (= aw/) ‘snake’ as the second 
component (see Acarean 1913: 445a), or simply xazal [HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 
260b], can be identical with dial. (Mus, Van, Sasun, Moks) xäzal/xazal ‘hind, deer 
(on which, see Petoyan 1954: 127; 1965: 479; HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 260b). 

The mountain-name Gaylaxaz-ut is explicitly understood as ‘abounding in 
gaylaxaz’. The latter (lit. = *wolf's stone’) refers to ‘flint’ and resembles or is 
confused with dial. satani efung ‘obsidian’, lit. ‘Satan’s nail. Earlier the mountain 
was called Paxray, possibly identical with paxray ‘cattle; hind, deer, stag’. Aristakes 
Lastivertc‘i relates a traditional story on this mountain and a Holy Cross destroyed 
by "servants of Satan". It is thus possible that both names of this mountain somehow 
reflect the mythological background of it. See 4.3 for more detail. 

There is abundant cultural evidence demonstrating a close association between 
the stag and the cross or divinities, see Mnac‘akanyan 1977 (especially 17-21); 
Dewejyan 1982; cf. also the famous song by Grigor Narekac'i entitled “Tat 
yarut'ean", the horns of the oxen are described as xac'-a-nman ‘cross-like’ 
[K‘yoskeryan 1981: 625; Mnac‘akanyan 1977: 20-21]. In what follows I shall 
discuss the word xac 'eneak within the same cultural framework. 


xac‘eneak ‘a kind of male animal’ [HAB 2: 335a]. In NHB 1: 924c: “perhaps 
xoc'k'orak ‘a young swine, pig" (highly improbable). Attested only by 
grammarians. Grigor Magistros (11^ cent.) mentions it in a list of male animals, 
between eferu ‘stag’ and xoy ‘ram’ [Adonc 1915: 240]. No etymology is known to 
me. 

Formally, xac 'eneak can be interpretted as xac‘ ‘cross’ + -eni- + dimin. -ak. For 
the suffix -eni = -ean + -i cf. ark'ay ‘king’ : ark'ayean, ark 'ayeni ‘royal’, etc. (see 
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Jahukyan 1998: 23). Bearing in mind that the basic meaning of xač‘ and x&c‘ ‘cross’ 
(q.v.) was ‘stick, staff; forked branch, pole’, one may identify xac ‘eneak with the 
stag. The fact that eier is also mentioned in the list should not be a problem 
because we are dealing with a list of male animal designations and not the animals 
(i.e. the denotata) per se, so efjeru and xac 'eneak, mentioned next to each other, 
might be synonymous. Besides, xac 'eneak could have been the male of a different 
kind of deer (e.g. fallow-deer; see s.v. analut‘). Such a metaphoric designation 
perfectly parallels Oss. sag ‘deer’ (< *saka- lit. ‘forked, having branches’) and Russ. 
soxátyj ‘elk’ which derive from Oss. sagoj/sagojne ‘hay-fork’ (cf. Sogd. (Man.) 
S yh ‘branch’) and Russ. soxá ‘(wooden) plough’ (cf. Pol. socha ‘two-pronged fork’, 
Bulg. soxá ‘stick with a fork’, Sin. sóha ‘pole with a cross-beam’ etc.), see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 519; Cheung 2002: 222 (see also s.v. c'ax). Thus, the 
derivation of xac'eneak '(prob.) stag’ from xac‘ ‘cross’ may be based on both 
metaphoric and cultural motivations. 


3.5.2.5 ‘spider’ : ‘ass’ 


We have seen the associations ‘lady, grandmother’ : ‘spider or other insects’ : 
‘demon’ on the one hand, and ‘hyena’ : ‘ass, mule’ : ‘fairy, spirit’ on the other. 
Combining these semantic fields into a broader context, one can understand the 
following data. 


*es-xranj/C* ‘a poisonous spider or the like’: Xotorjur e3xranj ‘a wild, poisonous 
spider’ (see YusamXotorj 1964: 447b; in HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 26a — esxranc `) 
may be connected with Larabat *isaxarand‘ ‘a kind of black, poisonous insect’ and 
Ararat isuxaranc ' ‘a kind of insect living under ground’ = Trapizon getni lakot, lit. 
*earth-puppy', Fr. courtilière, Russ. medvédka [Aéatean 1913: 225a, 399b], also 
Mus, Van isa/axaranc‘ and Nor Juta isixaric‘ ‘a kind of black insect’ (see Amatuni 
1912: 233a; HayLezBrbBar 2, 2002: 177b). According to Davt'yan (1966: 363), 
Larabat and Hadrut‘ iso/ixáranc' refers to "bumble-bee, dog-bee’ and is 
synonymousal to pürna < bor. The latter is described by Acaryan (HAB 1: 473a) as 
follows: "a kind of big, black fly which stings horses and cattle". 

The word seems to comprise es ‘ass’ and *xr/ranj **a terrestrial animal, lizard or 
snail’. I find the latter word in the dialect of Svedia: xranc, xranj ‘chameleon’ 
[Andreasyan 1967: 160, 237]. The OArm. form of xranj would be *xranj, and/or, 
given the parallel of narinj > laranj (see Andreasyan 1967: 361b, 376b), *xrinj. 
Andreasyan (1967: 237) ascribes onomatopoeic origin to the word, trying to connect 
it to md em ‘to grunt (in Lazax, said of an ass)’. This is not convincing, but a 
folk-etymological association 1s obvious, see below. I propose a connection to 
xlunjn ‘snail’ and x/ez ‘lizard’, dial. also ‘snail’; cf. Syriac x/ızona, which is 
borrowed in the dialect of Zeyt‘un in both meanings, ‘snail’ and ‘lizard’ (see HAB 
2: 315a, s.v. xalizon). For the -r- of *xrVnj cf. Arm. xrnjayl, gud of = Gr. koyAíag in 
Galen [NHB 1: 986a; Greppin 1985: 62-63] and Georg. q 'urinc ila ‘a kind of snail’ 
[HAB 2: 376b]. Is Kartvel. *mxul- ‘lizard’ [Klimov 1964: 144; 1998: 134] somehow 
related, too? for more detail, see 2.3.1, on -(@)z. 


3. SEMANTICS, CULTURE AND ETYMOLOGY 797 


Acafyan (1953: 269) mentions Artial xoxanc ‘crayfish’. Further, note Urmia, 
Salmast xarjala is rendered as xec'ap'ar ‘crayfish’ in GwrUrmSalm 2, 1898: 97. 
Dial.*salatrana ‘crayfish’ (Moks) : ‘Satan’ (Van), see HAB 4: 164a. 

Note that some designations of the spider and other insects literally mean ‘divine 
ass etc.’: Pers. (Xurasani) šotor e xodà ‘spider’, literally ‘Gotteskamel’; Lut xar e 
xoda ‘spider’, literally *Gottesesel', next to Pers. xar i xuda, which, like Gabri of 
Kirman go-xoda *‘Gottesochse’, denotes ‘Kellerassel’ (see Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 
10-11). Other designations of the spider in Xuräsänt (see Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 
10-11"): asb e doldol ‘Doldol’s horse’, hasü-dödö ‘spider’< ‘camel-Dodo’. 


3.5.2.6 Chtonic animals 


Slav. *ascerv : OCS m. asters ‘lizard’, Russ. jáscer ‘inflammation of the tongue of 
cattle, horses’, jáscur ‘a kind of mouse or dormouse’, jáscerica ‘lizard’, Czech dial. 
Jascur ‘salamander’, Upper Sorbian jescer ‘otter; grass-snake’, etc.; cf. Lith. skerys 
m. ‘locust’, Latv. skirgailis m. ‘lizard’, etc., perhaps also Gr. oxiovposg m. ‘squirrel’; 
note also Slav. *gu-scers ‘lizard’ [EtimSlovSlavJaz 1, 1974: 87-89; 7, 1980: 179]. 

Slav. *scur designates terrestrial animals such as the sand martin, rat, mole, 
grass-snake, salamander, earthworm, grasshopper, cricket or scorpion; the prefixed 
form *prá-scur means ‘dead ancestor’; note also Scurit’ ‘to squint’; derived from IE 
*skeur- ‘to cover, hide’, cf. Lat. obsciirus ‘dark, shady, obscure; gloomy’; Slav. 
*gu-scerv ‘lizard’ perhaps contains *gu- ‘horned cattle’, cf. the traditional belief that 
the lizards are cowmilkers [Jakobson 1959: 277]. 

Since Russ. jascur refers to ‘a kind of mouse or dormouse’, the dormouse being a 
small rodent of a family intermediate between the squirrels and the mice, the 
comparison with Gr. oxíoopoc m. ‘squirrel’ does not seem impossible. The 
interpretation as ‘shadow-tail’ has a flavour of folk-etymology. One may tentatively 
posit *sker- : *ski/eur- or *skiw(o)r-, a designation for terrestrial animals of 
substratum origin; compare Arm. Moks *swor-ik ‘squirrel’. 

All these words seem to be in a way related with each other, although it is not 
easy to establish exact formal correspondences. They cover a broad semantic field 
ranging from reptiles and lizards to harmful insects and rodents. Traditionally, these 
animals are grouped around the notion chthonic animals. It is not surprising, then, 
that such designations are sometimes related with designations of illnesses (note 
Russ. jascer ‘inflammation of the tongue of cattle, horses’ above; cf. also HAB 2: 
374 on xlurd "mole" and/or demons. For interesting illustrations in Armenian, see 
s.vv. t ‘it‘ein ‘butterfly’ and t'it 4ł-ot ‘mad’, mor(m) ‘tarantula’. Further, see 2.1.36 on 
tabu. 


3.5.2.7 Lizard : cow-milker/sucker 
There is a similar belief among Armenians about dragons that suck the milk of cows 
[Alisan 1910: 210; Garamanlean 1931: 510, 515-516]. See also HAB 1: 457b s.v. 
bnas ‘a kind of cattle/sheep sucking snake’. 

According to Romanian folk-beliefs (see Svesnikova 1979: 216, 218), 
werewolves take away milk from the cow by striking it on the leg. Corresponding 
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beliefs are recorded concerning witches (Butterhexen or Hasenfrauen) among 
Germanic and Celtic peoples [Riegler-Klagenfurt 1910: 187]. On witches that fly in 
the shape of butterflies steal butter or cream (cf. Germ. Schmetterling, Molkendieb, 
Buttervogel, Engl. butterfly, etc.), see Makovskij 1986: 50-51. 

According to Jakobson (1959: 277), Slav. *gu-scero ‘lizard’ is probably 
composed of *gu- ‘horned cattle’ and *(a)scerv ‘lizard or other terrestrial animals’ 
and should be treated in relation with the traditional belief that the lizards are 
cowmilkers. Note also Ukr. molokosis ‘lizard’, lit. ‘milksucker’ (see Fasmer 3: 690). 

West Circassian hadepcema?” (Temirgoy d'al, 1. hadecema?" (Shapsugh dial.) 
‘tortoise’ may contain čemə ‘cow’, although the first component (cf. hade ‘corpse’?) 
is unclear (R. Smeets, p.c.). For the association between ‘tortoise/turtle’ and ‘frog’ 
cf. Iran. *kasiapa- (cf. Y Av. kasiiapa- m. ‘turtle’, Pers. kasaf/w ‘turtle’, etc.) > Oss. 
xefs/xefse ‘frog? (see Cheung 2002: 246); Germ. Schild-kröte ‘tortoise’, lit. 
‘shield-toad’. Compare also Arm. dial. (Artial, Hungary) tastov gort ‘tortoise’ < ‘a 
frog with a basin’, see Acaryan 1953: 195, 197 (considered a Turkish calque). 

Note especially Skt. godhá- f. ‘Iguana, a species of big lizard’ (RV) < **cow 
milker/sucker' etymologically and semantically comparable with Arm. kovadiac ' ‘a 
kind of lizard, toad’ (Bible+). The underlying semantic pattern remained to be vivid 
since kov-a-diac‘ has later been replaced by the synonymous kov-(a-)cuc or 
kov-r-cuc (see s.v. kovadiac ‘). Commenting on the etymology of Sebastia kov-r-cuc, 
Gabikean (1952: 311) informs us that, as people say, the lizard likes sucking the 
cow's udder, which then becomes swollen and bleeds. 

For the belief that lizards, toads and snakes are ‘cow-suckers’, see Lüders 1942: 
44ff = 1973: 511ff. On some examples of the pattern ‘goat biter/sucker’ > ‘a kind of 
lizard’ in other languages, see Monchi-Zadeh 1990: 45-46. 


For the structural typology of -ac' in kov-a-di-ac‘ and folk-believes around this 
lizard, probably to be identified with the toad, the following seems interesting. 

In the dialect of Van, Acaryan (1913: 760b) records *mac ‘oc ‘, *kanac '-m ‘ac oc, 
rural *matot, *kanac‘-matot ‘a kind of green large lizard which is believed to 
provide snakes with his poison’. The first component of the compounds is kanac' 
*green'. 

No etymological attempt is known to me. This lizard is obviously identical with 
Svedia uca-xmc ‘ndg (< *oji-xmc ‘nuk, lit. “who gives the serpent to drink’) ‘a kind of 
green lizard’ (see Andreasyan 1967: 161, 264). Note also K'esab uja xumc ‘anust ‘a 
kind of black, snake-like, harmless lizard (two spans long) that lives in moist earth 
and is believed to provide snakes with poison and makes them drink it [C‘olak‘ean 
1986: 271]. Bearing in mind this synonymous compound, one may tentatively derive 
Van *mac “oc ‘ from *xm-ac ‘-oj ‘who gives the serpent to drink’. 

A similar folk-belief is recorded by Sargisean (1932: 457) on Balu *kovrcuc ‘a 
large poisonous lizard that jumps onto a human face, and from which the snake gets 
his poison’, and by Petoyan (1954: 113; 1965: 457) on Sasun govjuj ‘a green lizard 
which is supposed to give poison to the snake’. It seems that we are dealing with the 
toad (see s.v. kovadiac ' ‘lizard, toad"). 


3. SEMANTICS, CULTURE AND ETYMOLOGY 799 


The element -ac‘ in *xm-ac‘-öj is probably identical with that found in the 
synonymous kov-a-di-ac‘ ‘a lizard, toad’, lit. ‘who drinks the milk of a cow’ (q.v.). 
The structure is completely identical: xmem ‘to drink’ : *xm-ac‘ vs. diem ‘to drink 
milk’ : *di-ac‘ ‘who drinks milk’ (cf. also stn-diac‘ ‘baby’). One may argue that in 
the compound under discussion the meaning is causative. I am not sure whether this 
is important enough to reject the comparison. Besides, in the underlying folk-beliefs 
an inversion of the subject and the object may have taken place. In Hacon, which is 
very close to Svedia, the very same lizard is called ‘who eats poison of the snake’ 
(see HAB 3: 342b). 


Still there are two formal problems: 


1) Aéaryan presents the (quasi-)reconstruction of the Van compound. The precise 
form is, thus, unknown. If the actual form indeed contains -o- rather than -o- (= 
-aw-), we have a problem; 


2) Where does the variant *matot come from? Perhaps through an intermediate 
dissimilated variant *matoc‘ and/or some kind of folk-etymology? 


3.5.2.8 Eels 


Papen atanak ‘a long kind of worm that lives in mud’ [HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 
36a]. In the word-collection of Arsen vardapet T‘öxmaxean collected in the prison 
of Van (see Amatuni 1912: 684a), alanak is explained as follows: ergo? ordn 
Cahicneri, atik‘ajew serm gorteri “the singing worm of the swamps; the 
intestine-like semen of frogs”. It must be identical with Van afanak ‘a kind of 
animal which, like a turtle, consists of a large lump of flesh, lives in brooks and 
sings sweetly at night’ [Acarean 1913: 73a]. According to Acaryan (ibid.), the same 
animal is called kror in Mus. 

I think this is the eel. The description of both Papen and Van forms fits here. The 
eels are nocturnal feeders in and they in the mud for most of the day-time. They also 
sing or at least are believed to sing. The association with female sea-monsters or 
sirens is plausible, see s.v. angtayk‘. Eels are rare in Armenia, but they are still 
present in Cilicia, and in the Caspian. 


3.5.2.9 ‘weasel, mouse, etc.’ : ‘bride, young woman, etc.’ 


A synchronically clear example is Turk. gelin ‘bride’, diminutive gelincik ‘little 
bride, little young woman; weasel’. Gr. yadéy ‘weasel, marten’, Lat. glīs, -iris m. 
‘dormouse’ and Skt. giri(ka)- ‘mouse’ (Lex.) are usually derived from the PIE word 
for ‘husband’s sister’: Gr. yadic f. ‘sister-in-law’, etc., see s.v. tal *husband's sister’. 
This is due to metaphorical or tabuistic use of ‘sister-in-law’ for ‘weasel’ (see 
Szemerenyi 1977: 90, with refer.). Details (e.g. the laryngeal) are not clear, 
however; see Mallory/Adams 1997: 387, 521-522. For the (erotic) associaton 
between a young girl or woman and weasel compare RV 1, 126.6 where a young 
woman “trembles like kastka- ("Ichneumonweibchen or weasel")". Here the context 
is clearly erotic. If Arm. ak‘is (i-stem) ‘weasel’ (q.v.) is related with Skt. kasika-, 
one may derive it from a PIE feminine noun in *-ih2-. This would be another piece 
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of evidence supporting the “feminine nature” of the weasel. For the association 
‘weasel; marten’ : ‘love; wedding’, see also Toporov, PrJaz (I-K) 1980: 279-283. 

Hamsen (Canik) xadug mork 'urik ‘a kind of mouse’ [T‘oflak‘yan 1986: 116", 
233b], literally: ‘spotted, motley or beautiful mother’s sister’. This probably refers to 
the weasel, cf. carmuk ‘weasel’ (< jar-muk), described by people as balak‘ = xatutik 
(see Martirosyan/Gharagyozyan FW 2003, September, Hrazdan), or ¢‘al, c'altik 
‘motley’ (see Ananyan, HayKendAsx 1, 1961: 164, 168; cf. especially the kind 
called xayt-ak'is “motley/spotted weasel", see op. cit. 157). Compare also Abkhaz 
apsja ‘weasel’ < ‘beautiful’ (Chirikba, p.c.; Starostin has a different etymology). 

Other examples: Sebastia hasn-uk ‘weasel’ from harsn-uk ‘little bride’ [Gabikean 
1952: 329]; cf. also nert ‘akn (q.v.). 

In the fable “The weasel and the mouse" of Olympian (see ArOlomp 1854: 
171-172; transl. by Orbeli 1956: 125), the goddess of love Asthk transformed the 
weasel, who had fallen in love with a boy, to a beautiful woman. 

In a humorous fairy-tale (1926, Leninakan < Bulanax), a mouse (harsnuk-muk 
“little bride or daughter-in-law : mouse”) marries a rooster (cet) [HZHek‘ 10, 1967: 
376. 


3.6 Plants 


‘cut, split’ : ‘grain, corn’ 
Arm. hat, o-stem ‘grain’ is related to hatanem ‘to cut’ (q.v.)'*!. It seems likely that 
hat derives from *h edos- n. ‘sort of cereal, grain’ (cf. Lat. ador etc.). If we are 
dealing with a deverbative noun, Arm. hat- ‘to cut’ would be the only independent 
evidence for the underlying verb. According to Morani (1991: 176-177), the 
Armenian displays the development “grain, seed’ > ‘cut, section, piece, fragment’. 
The semantic relationship is reminiscent of that between kut, o-stem ‘seed’ 
(Hexaemeront) and, if related, kt-ur and kot-or ‘cut, piece’ (both Bible+); for the 
suffix cf. hat-or ‘cut, fragment’. 
Some (possible) examples: Lat. tero ‘to grind; rub’ : triticum n. ‘wheat’; Lat. 
secale ‘rye’ : secäre ‘to cut’ (which is, however, rejected by Szemerényi 1959/60: 
247); Engl. spelt ‘a type of grain (Triticum spelta)’ : ‘to husk or pound (grain)’. 


3.7 Body parts 


3.7.1 ‘ceiling’ : ‘palate’ : * sky, heaven’ 


arastat ‘ceiling’ (Biblet) > MidArm. (mainly in medical literature) and dial. 
‘palate’; see s.v. 

In Partizak, Sebastia, Xotorjur etc., Arm. arik‘ ‘ceiling’ (q.v.) also means ‘ceiling 
of the mouth’, that is to say, ‘palate’. 

ClArm. jełun ‘ceiling’ (q.v.) is metaphorically associated with the sky (Gank 
Kotbac‘i etc.). 


'8! Whether Arm. hacar ‘spelt’ (Bible; Larabat etc.) is related, is uncertain. 
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Dial. tama? ‘palate’ vs. ClArm. tamal(i) ‘roof seems interesting too, but the 
relation is uncertain; see s.v. tamal. 

Typologically cf. Moks ac'ic' tanis ‘upper eyelid’, lit. ‘roof of the eye’ and 
cerac' tanis *'noBepxnocrb kucru pyku’, lit. ‘roof of hand’ (see Orbeli 2002: 204, 
253); see also s.v. *and-: dr-and. 

For the semantic shift ‘ceiling’ > ‘palate’ Acaryan mentions dial. t'avan from 
Turk. tavan ‘ceiling; palate’ (HAB 1: 254a, 255a; see also 1902: 121, 329). 


As for the semantic shifts ‘ceiling’ > ‘palate’ and ‘ceiling’ > ‘sky’, one finds 
examples displaying the opposite developments: 

‘sky’ > ‘palate’, cf. Lat. palatum ‘roof of the mouth, palate’ (> Engl. palate), 
perhaps related to Etruscan falandum ‘sky’ (OxfEnglDict). 

‘sky’ > ‘ceiling’, cf. Lat. caelum ‘heaven, sky’ > MLat. ‘canopy; vault; roof’, It. 
cielo, F. ciel ‘sky; canopy; ceiling’, Engl. ceiling, etc. 

Note also in the Ossetic epic the mountain-home of Mar’am is described as 
having a roof of midnight-stars: *358e37151 MomHOUHbIe — KH" [Gatuev 1932: 27]. 

All three components, as in the case of arastat, are found in Slav. *nebo ‘sky, 
heaven’ (from PIE *neb'- ‘sky; cloud’, see s.v. amp): SCr. nébo ‘sky, heaven’, dial. 
‘ceiling; palate’, SIn. nebó ‘id.’, Russ. nébo ‘palate’, etc. (see EtimSlovSlavJaz 24, 
1997: 101-102). On the semantic field, see also Pisani 1950b. 

Satax asttunk‘y ‘uvula, windpipe’ is formally identical with Van etc. asttunk‘ 
‘stars’, thus we may be dealing with a shift ‘sky (= stars)’ > ‘palate’, unless it is 
derived from arastat ‘palate’ with loss of -7- and/or contamination with astlunk' 
‘stars’; see s.v. arastat ‘ceiling; palate’. For the relationship ‘star’ : ‘sky’ cf. E.g. 
Kassit. da-ka-as ‘star’ : da-gi-gi ‘sky’, **Star', Tigre Ethiopian ‘astar ‘sky’, etc. (see 
Eilers 1976: 57, 57134). For ‘palate’ > ‘uvula etc.’ cf. Engl. palate, palace ‘the roof 
of the mouth’ that also refers to a relaxed or enlarged soft palate or uvula. For 
‘heavenly’ > ‘star or planet’, see s.v. ampar. 


3.7.2 ‘crooked, twisting, bending’ > ‘a twisting/bending body-part’ 

The meanings ‘armpit’, ‘armfull’, ‘shoulder’, ‘elbow’, ‘neck’, and ‘knee’ can be 
grouped around the idea “des gekriimmten Gelenks”; cf. Skt. ancati ‘to bend’, 
ánkas- n. ‘curve’, Gr. ayx- ‘to curve’, &ykáAg f., mostly pl. ‘curved arm, armfull’, 
aykov ‘elbow’, Lat. ancus ‘with crooked arms’, etc.; Arm. an(u)t' ‘armpit’, dial. 
also ‘embrace, grasp’, ‘bundle’, ‘shoulder, back’ (q.v.). See also K. H. Schmidt 
1962: 117, with a possible example Kartvelian. Further examples: 

ClArm. bazuk ‘arm’ > Udi bazuk ‘armpit’? [HAB 1: 376-377]. 

This semantic field also includes a shift ‘shoulder’ > ‘back, spine’ or ‘breast’. The 
connection of oin ‘spine, back’, win ‘neck’ (dial. also, perhaps, ‘elbow’ or 
‘shoulder’) and utuk ‘palm, distance from the thumb to the little finger’ with Gr. 
&Agvn ‘elbow, underarm’, Lat. ulna ‘elbow’, uilen ‘angle’, etc., points to a basic 
meaning ‘joint, a moving (twisting and/or bending) body part’ (see s.vv., especially 
oin). 

Similar semantics is found in the set se? ‘slanting, crooked, oblique’, šil 
‘squint-eyed’, etc. : Gr. exé4og n. ‘leg (from the hip downwards)’, oxeAlog 
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‘crook-legged’, exoAióg ‘wicked, crooked’, Lat. scelus, GSg sceleris n. ‘misdeed, 
crime’, etc. (see especially s.v. Sef). Here may also belong, I think, Arm. s/(n)-i 
‘neck’ (q.v.). This would match the meaning ‘neck’ of the above-mentioned u/n (see 
s.v. otn). 

A case of ‘shoulder’ ` ‘spine, back’ : ‘chest, breast’ is found in MPers., NPers. 
dos ‘shoulder’, cf. Y Av. daos- ‘upper arm’, Skt. dós- n. ‘arm, fore-arm’ (RV+), Olr. 
doé ‘arm’, etc. The Persian word has been borrowed into Arm. dial. dos ‘chest, 
breast; ‘slope (of a mountain)’ (see HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 345-346), perhaps 
through a Turkish intermediate [Acarean 1902: 336; Margaryan 1975: 511b (on 
Goris dös ‘breast; slope’)]. 


3.7.3 ‘calf of leg? : ‘fish’ 


Ararat, Loti, Širak, Bulanox, Ala&kert juk, jkn-er (pl.) ‘(anat.) calf [Amatuni 1912: 
372a], which is the basic Armenian word for the fish, namely jukn. Larabat 
*jukn-a-mis ‘(anat.) calf? (see Acarean 1913: 690b) literally means ‘meat of fish’. 
We find it, for example, in a fairy-tale: vaennis ciiknamesa “the *juknamis of my 
leg” [HZHek‘ 5, 1966: 523]. Note also Bulanox juk, glossed as msi mkanunk' 
"muscles of meat" [S. Movsisyan 1972: 71a] 

This curious semantic relationship can be compared with that of Russ. ikrá 'roe, 
spawn, caviar’, ‘(anat.) calf? (see s.v. leard ‘liver’). 

In the dialect of Ozim, the calf (of the leg) is called cok-olok'. Ataryan (1913: 
522b) treats it with some reservation as a compound with cak ‘hole; hollow’ 
(*cak-olok‘), which is improbable. On the strength of the above-mentioned material, 
one can interpret cok-olok‘ as composed of cöuk ‘fish’ and olok' ‘shin’. For the 
analysis, see s.v. olok' ‘shin’. 


3.8 The human world: social aspects, etc. 


3.8.1 ‘princess, queen’ > ‘girl’ and vice versa 

Arm. awri-ord, a-stem ‘virgin, young girl’ (Bible+) is probably composed of *awri- 
‘lord’ or ‘lordly’ (cf. Urart. euri ‘lord’ or Iran. *ahur-i- ‘lordly’) and *ord- 
‘offspring, son/daughter’; see s.v. If this is accepted, we are dealing with a semantic 
shift from the elevated level to the generic one: ‘princess’ > ‘girl’. A similar 
generalization is found in the feminine suffix -u(r)hi, originated from t'ag-uhi 
‘queen’. In what follows, a case with the opposite development is discussed. 

Arm. dsxoy ‘queen’ (Bible+) is an Iranian loan, although the element -oy is not 
entirely clear (L. Hovhannisyan 1990: 239, with references), cf. MPers. dwxs [dux8] 
‘maiden, virgin; one of the women’ [Boyce 1977: 37], duxs ‘princess’, OPers. 
*duxci- f. ‘daughter’ (see Brandenstein/Mayrhofer 1964: 117; EtimSlovIranJaz 2, 
2003: 477-478). These words imply a semantic shift “daughter, maiden, woman’ > 
*princess, queen'. 
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3.8.2 ‘share’ > ‘dowry’ 


Arm. bazin-k‘ ‘dowry’, widespread in the dialects [Amatuni 1912: 81; Aëatean 
1913: 164a; HayLezBrbBar 1, 2001: 147a147a] and attested in Grigor Tat'ewac'i, 
clearly derives from bazin ‘share’ (see HAB 1: 382a). 

This semantic development helps to etymologize Arm. ktir-k‘ *dowry', which is 
attested only in John Chrysostom: C'ic'e jernhas [harsn] t'axanjs ew ktirs i mëi 
berel? [NHB 1: 1131a]. No acceptable etymology is known to me. Acaryan (HAB 2: 
677a) only mentions the improbable connection with antir ‘selected, excellent’ 
proposed by Hiwnk‘earpéyéntean. 

The word can be linked to *ktir ‘cut’, dial. ‘sheep-flock’ (see 1.12.3) going back 
to kotor, ktur-k' ‘cut, share’, demonstrating, thus, the same semantic development as 
in bazin-k*. 


3.9 Crafts and occupations 


3.9.1 ‘to cut, divide’ > ‘a division of flock’ > ‘flock of sheep’ 


As convincingly demonstrated by Ataryan (HAB 3: 204a), Van, Mus, Alaskert, 
Bulanex *čiwł ‘flock of sheep’ derives from čiwł ‘branch’ and čeł- ‘to divide’. In the 
folk-story “Karos Xac*" one finds čyuł ma oc xar (Srvanjtyanc‘ 1, 1978: 608; Karos 
Xaé' 2000: 63a). According to Aécaryan (ibid.), Kurd. ces! ‘(sheep-)flock’ and 
perhaps Arab. jul ‘flock of sheep; group’ are borrowed from Armenian. Sasun *¢o/ 
‘flock of sheep’ (see Acarean 1913: 739b) have been reborrowed from Kurdish; see 
1.10 on back-loans. 

Also notice Mush c#a ‘a part of a sheep-flock’ (see HZHek‘ 13, 1985: 519a), if it 
belongs to the words under discussion. 

In the same dialectal area there is another word for ‘flock’, namely *ktir ‘flock of 
sheep’ (Van), ‘a flock of 22-30 sheeps or goats’ (Sasun) [Aéarean 1913: 619a], as 
well as Satax katir ‘flock of sheep’ (see M. Muradyan 1962: 212b). Attested in a 
number of editions of the folk-story “Karos Xac*" (2000: 60a, 67b; 68b, 69a; also S. 
Avagyan 1978: 135b. in the very same passage where čiwł occurred (see above): 
k‘(y)arsun ktir oc xar ‘forty flocks of sheep’. A. Xac'atryan (1993: 107) connects 
the word to ktr-em ‘to cut’ (see 1.12.3 on *ktir). 

Citing these two semantic parallels, A. Xac'atryan (ibid.) convincingly connects 
Arm. hawt, i-stem ‘flock of sheep’ (q.v.) to y-awt ‘cut-off branch’ and hatanem ‘to 
cut’. The basic semantics of hawt and y-awt is, thus, ‘a division, cut’. See s.v. hat. 
[HAB 3: 204a]. 


3.9.2 Shinbone > implement 


The hollow shinbone was used for making flutes and other objects (e.g., bobbins) in 
and around the house, cf. OEngl. scia ‘shin, leg’; Russ. cévka *bobbin; (esp. hollow) 
bone; (dial) shinbone’, OCS cevonica ‘flute’, SCr. ci jev ‘tube, spool, shinbone’, 
cjevnica 'shinbone, flute’; Lith. Seiva ‘spool, forearm, shin(-bone)’; Indo-Iranian 
* Hast-CiHua- ‘shin, shank’; etc. (from PIE *(s)kiHu- ‘shin’). For these and some 
other examples, see Lubotsky 2002: 322b. In this context it is interesting that, 
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alongside cur ‘shank’, the dialect of Sebastia also has cura, ceore “a kind of (small) 
flute’ [Gabikean 1952: 378], see Martirosyan 2005: 83. See also s.v. srunk' 
‘shinbone’. 

Metri C‘ak‘ ‘shinbone of cattle; instrument for carding wool’ [Atayan 1954: 323]; 
Moks č ‘dk ‘a stick used for beating and carding wool’ [Orbeli 2002: 306]. 

The meaning ‘shank’ is often related with meanings like post, pole; shaft; stalk’, 
etc., cf. Engl. shank ‘shank; a shaft of a column’; Latv. stulps ‘shank; post, pole’; 
OEngl. sc-a ‘shin, leg’ next to MHG sch-e ‘post’, etc. [Lubotsky 2002: 323b] (see 
also siwn ‘pillar’). Further: Oss. zeng / zenge ‘shin; stalk’, cf. Skt. jangha- f. 
‘ankle’ (RV+); YAv. zanga- m. ‘ankle’, MPers. zang ‘ankle, shank’ (see Cheung 
2002: 254). 

Further, see s.v. srunk ‘shin, shank’. 


3.9.3 ‘weaving, plaiting’ : ‘multiplicity, abundance’ 


In P‘awstos Buzand 3.14, Arm. hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ refers to the thickness or 
piling up of snow. This makes the derivation of *hiwsi(n) ‘avalanche’ (q.v.) from 
hiwsem ‘to weave, plait’ more probable. 

The Pleiades are usually named as ‘many, multiple, abundant’ (see 3.1.2). Next to 
this widespread pattern, there seem to exist also cases which possibly imply a basic 
meaning like ‘Geflecht’, cf. Skt. kfttika- f. pl. ‘Pleiades’ (AV+) from *Art-ti- 
‘Geflecht’, kart- (krnatti, AV+) ‘to spin, twist threads’; Lat. Vergiliae ‘Pleiades’ 
from conjectural *vergus ‘Geflecht’ or the like [Scherer 1953: 141-142; Mayrhofer 
EWAia 1, 1992: 391]. 

These examples, if acceptable, imply a development ‘plait’ > ‘multiplicity, 
abundance’. One wonders whether the opposite is possible too. Arm. boyt‘ ‘lobe (of 
the ear or the liver); thumb; hump’, etymologically from ‘abundance, growth, 
swelling’ (see s.v.). Given the fact that the ‘felloe’ is usually expressed as ‘curved, 
plaited’ (see 3.9.4), one might attempt a derivation of boyt ^ ‘felloe’ (8th cent.) from 
boyt‘,, through the semantic development ‘multiplicity, abundance’ > ‘woven 
together’. 


3.9.4 *plaited, twisted’ > ‘felloe’ 


Gr. frog ‘felloe’ and Lat. vitus ‘fellow’ are *-tu- derivatives from a PIE verb 
meaning ‘to twist, wind, plat": Lat. viere “wind, bend', OCS viti *twist, wind’, Russ. 
vit' “something that has been plaited', etc. 

The same semantic shift can be seen in *pel-k- ‘to turn, wind’ (a form of *plek- 
‘to plait?) > OHG felga, OEngl. felg(e) ‘felloe’, probably also Arm. hec‘ ‘felloe’ (if 
from */elc ^, q.v. See also s.v. boyt‘, ‘felloe’. 


3.10 Miscellaneous 


In the territory of Larabat, e.g., one finds five synonyms for ‘hungry’: anot'i, 
k'alc'ac, souge, tüzna and nastáv [Davt'yan 1966: 313]. The first two are of IE 
origin, sov is probably an Iranian loan, and the other two are dialectal. 
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Davt‘yan (1966: 52, 343) derives Larabal Hadrut‘ etc. tüznə ‘hungry’ from 
ClArm. doyzn, without any comment. ClArm. doyzn means 'few, a few, small, 
miserable; insignificant (person)’ (Bible+) and has no acceptable etymology [HAB 
1: 678b]. Acaryan (HAB ibid.) does not record any dialectal forms. The derivation 
of Larabat etc. tizna from doyzn is formally impeccable. As to the semantics, cf. 
Pers. nahar ‘diminution; fasting’, ni/ahar ‘detriment, loss; a wasting of the body’, 
ni/aharidan ‘to waste, decay, fall away’ [Steingass 1437b], Arm. nihar ‘thin, lean; 
skinny’ (Gregory of Nyssa, Anania Sirakac‘i, etc.; a few dialects), see HAB 3: 452a. 

C‘aylu (in the territory of Larabat; linguistically close to Urmia/Xoy, in Persia) 
nastav ‘hungry’ must be from Pers. nasta ‘hungry’. 


3.11 Mediterranean-Pontic substratum 


The lexicon of Armenian is characterized by: (1) the native, i.e. Indo-European 
heritage; (2) a considerable number of loanwords; (3) a large number of words of 
unknown origin. 

In etymological research, one must reckon, apart from philological analysis, with 
the relevant historical background. If we are dealing with a loanword from a known 
neighbouring language within the framework of well-established historico-cultural 
circumstances, like in cases of Middle Persian, Aramaic, Arabic, Georgian etc. 
loans, the matter is straightforward. Things are complicated, however, when we are 
dealing with the native layer. The reason for this is simple: the location of the Proto- 
Armenian homeland and its derivation from the ‘Urheimat’ of the Indo-Europeans 
have not yet been established. It should be pointed out that most of the scholars look 
for the ‘Urheimat’ of the Indo-Europeans North (but, e.g., Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 
1984, South) of the Caucasus and the Black Sea. 

Even more problematic are the borrowings from an unknown source. In recent 
years, the methodology of dealing with such borrowings has been developed and 
applied by Kuiper (1995), Beekes (1996; 1998a; 2000; 2003a), Schrijver (1997), and 
Lubotsky (2001). It has been pointed out that an etymon is likely to be a loanword if 
it is characterized by some of the following features: (1) limited geographical 
distribution; (2) phonological or morphophonological irregularity; (3) unusual 
phonology; (4) unusual word formation; (5) specific semantics (see Schrijver 1997: 
293-297; Beekes 2000: 22-23; Lubotsky 2001: 301-302). 

Throughouht this research, I have applied the aforementioned methodology to the 
so-called Mediterranean substratum words in Armenian, which consist mostly of 
plant names, animal names and cultural words. In these cases, an etymon is attested 
in Armenian, Greek, Latin and/or another Indo-European language of SE Europe 
(like Albanian, Phrygian etc.) or Anatolia, but the phonological or word-formative 
correspondences are irregular with respect to the Indo-European system, and they 
cannot be assumed to loanwords from one another. 


The Armenian words that are frequently considered to be of Mediterranean origin 
are: gini ‘wine’, ewl/iwl ‘oil’, t'uz ‘fig’, spung ‘sponge’, sunk/g(n) ‘mushroom’ 
[Meillet 1908-09b; 1936: 143; Meillet/Vendryes 1924: 16-17; AéarHLPatm 1, 1940: 
100-104; Jahukyan 1987: 307-308]. Aéatyan (1937: 3) treats Arm. gini ‘wine’, 
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ewl/iwl ‘oil’, sring ‘pipe, fife’, and their Greek cognates as loans from Phrygian or 
from the Aegean civilization. Jahukyan (1987: 306-311) provides us with references 
and discussion, introducing more words. 

Throughout this book I discuss most of these, as well as some other words (a few 
of which have been etymologized by me) that have not been discussed in this 
context before. At the end of this paragraph I give a list of these Mediterranean 
words, ordered by semantic fields. The list is by no means exhaustive. I excluded 
gini ‘wine’ (cf. Gr. (FJolvoc, Lat. vinum, Hitt. uiian-, etc.) from the list since the 
Indo-European origin of the term for ‘wine’ is more probable (see 
Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984, 2: 647f = 1995: 557f; Otkupscikov 1985; Beekes 1987a; 
Kloekhorst 2007, 2: 1170; for a discussion, see also Jahukyan 1987: 49, 155, 307, 
309, 450; Mallory/Adams 1997: 644-646). I also excluded spung ‘sponge’ which is 
likely to be a Greek loan (see s.v. sunk/gn *mushroom'). 

Bearing in mind that Greek and Latin on the one hand and Armenian on the other 
are historically located on the opposite sides of the Black Sea, as well as that in 
some cases Mediterranean words have related forms in the Caucasus and Near East, 
I prefer not to confine myself strictly to the notion of so-called Balkan Indo- 
European. I conventionally use a term Mediterranean-Pontic Substratum (shortly: 
MedPont). In some cases (e.g. ors ‘hunt, game’, pal ‘rock’), an etymon is also 
present in other European branches, such as Celtic and Germanic, thus we are faced 
with the European Substratum in terms of Beekes (2000); see also below. Whether 
the Mediterranean-Pontic and European substrata are identical or related 1s difficult 
to assert. 

There are words belonging to the same semantic categories (plant names, animal 
names, cultural words) that may be treated as innovations shared by Armenian and 
Greek etc. For instance, the morphological agreement between Arm. kalin, o-stem 
‘acorn’ and Gr. fóAavoc f. ‘acorn’ (vs. Lat. glans, glandis f. ‘acorn, beach-nut’, 
Russ. Zelud’, SCr. zelüd ‘acorn’, Lith. gile, dial. gylé ‘acorn’, Latv. zile ‘acorn’, etc.) 
may reflect a common innovation undergone jointly by Greek and Armenian 
[Clackson 1994: 135-136, 200/2372]. I have not put such words in the list since they 
are of Indo-European origin and do not reflect any phonological or morphological 
deviation. Nevertheless, these innovations are relevant to our topic in that they may 
be ascribed to the same MedPont area and period. In other words, after the Indo- 
European dispersal, Proto-Armenian, Proto-Greek and some contiguous language- 
branches (e.g. Thracian, cf. Kortlandt 2003: VIII, 83-87) may have remained in 
contact somewhere in the Mediterranean (Balkan) and/or Pontic areas prob. in the 
3rd and 2nd millennia B.C. I hope to discuss this issue on another occasion. 


The consonantal correspondences are of two kinds: 

1) archaic, matching the correspondences of the native Indo-European heritage: 
anurj ‘prophetic dream, vision’, kamurj ‘bridge’ (*-ri- : Arm. rj); kat‘n ‘milk’, 
kamurj ‘bridge’ (*g/g" : Arm. k); ors ‘hunt, game’, sisern ‘chick-pea’, siwn ‘column, 
pillar’ (GE: Arm. s); erbuc ‘breast of animals’ (*$ : Arm. c); 
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2) relatively recent: kalamax(i) ‘white poplar, aspen’, kask ‘chestnut’, karic 
‘scorpion’, kor ‘scorpion’ (*k : Arm. k), pal ‘rock’ (*p : Arm. p); sring ‘pipe, fife’, 
sayl *wagon' (*s : Arm. s, unless borrowed from lost satom-forms). 

This implies that we have to deal with at least two chronological layers (cf. 
Jahukyan 1978: 129 on the examples of karic and siwn), and that the Proto- 
Armenians must have remained in or close to the Mediterranean-Pontic areas for a 
long period of time. 


Semantic fields: 


flora: gari ‘barley’; dalar ‘green, fresh’, dalar-i ‘greenery, grass, herb’; ew? ‘oil’ (if 
from ‘olive’); t 'efaws *holm-oak; cedar, pine’, t'eti ‘elm’; t'uz ‘fig’; xstor ‘garlic’; 
kalamax(i) “white poplar, aspen', probably also ‘pine’; kask *chestnut'; kran 'cornel; 
ash’ (see s.v. hoyn ‘cornel’); metex ‘the handle of an axe’ (if from ‘ash-tree’); mos 
‘tamarisk; blackberry, bramble’, mor ‘blackberry (the fruit of bramble)’; sisern 
*chick-pea'; sunk/g(n) ‘mushroom’; usi/*(h)osi probably ‘storax-tree’ and ‘holm- 
oak’. 

fauna: aławni ‘dove’; erbuc ‘breast of animals’; lor ‘quail’ (prob. from ‘sea- 
gull’); karič ‘scorpion’; kor ‘scorpion’; mor(m) ‘tarantula’; ozni ‘hedgehog’; ors 
‘hunt, hunted animal, game’ (if from ‘a kind of deer, roe’); salam(b) ‘francolin’; 
k'alirt' ‘stomach of animals’; k'arb ‘basilisk, asp’. 

physical world: pal ‘rock’. 

products: ew! ‘oil’ (cf. above, on “flora”); kat'n ‘milk’. 

craft, implements, buildings: damban ‘tomb, grave’; darbin ‘blacksmith’, t'arp' 
‘a large wicker fishing-basket, creel’; lar ‘rope, rein, cable, cord, string, plumbline 
of stone-masons’; kamurj ‘bridge’; sayl ‘wagon’; sring ‘pipe, fife’. 

religion, spiritual world: anurj ‘prophetic dream, vision’. 


For the problem of the European substratum, see above. Some possible examples: 
blur ‘hill’, *boxi/buk ‘i ‘hornbeam’, geran ‘beam, log’, gom ‘fold/stall for sheep or 
cattle’, *doyn ‘hill’ (a possible appellative of the toponym Duin, q.v.), kiw ‘tree- 
pitch’, knjni ‘elm’, hec ' ‘felloe’, k‘ar ‘stone’, etc. 


3.12 Language of gods vs. language of men 


For the opposition ‘language of gods’ vs. ‘language of men’ in the Indo-European 
poetic tradition see Güntert 1921; J. Friedrich 1954; Watkins 1970; 1995: 269; 
Ivanov 1977a: 33; de Lamberterie 1978: 262-263; 2006; Elizarenkova/Toporov 
1979: 43-54; Toporov 1981: 200-214; Kleinlogel 1981: 265-266; Gamkrelidze/ 
Ivanov 1984, 2: 476 = 1995: 397. 

A possible trace of this opposition may be seen in the semantic hierarchy between 
two words for ‘horse’, Arm. és (> ‘donkey’) : Skt. asva- (semantically unmarked: 
‘language of men’) vs. Arm. ji : Skt. haya- (semantically marked: ‘language of 
gods’; cf. Giintert 1921: 160), which, as has been demonstrated by Watkins (1970: 
7), resulted in the semantic shift ‘horse’ > ‘donkey’ of Arm. és (q.v.). 

Another similar example may be Skt. ravi- vs. Arm. areg- ‘sun’ (q.v.). 


4. PLACE-NAMES 


4.1 Preliminaries 


Unlike the Armenian anthroponyms which are abundantly present in AcarAnjn (= 
Aéaryan 1942-1962, 5 vols.), Armenian place-names have not been studied in such a 
thorough way. The voluminous HayTelBar is very helpful in presenting an 
extremely large body of data. With respect to philological and etymological 
examination, however, this dictionary has little value (cf. also Jihanyan 1991: 204). 
The only systematic treatment is found in Hübschmann 1904 (Arm. transl. = 
Hiwbsman 1907), which is, however, far from exhaustive. Unfortunately, this 
valuable monograph is frequently neglected in etymological studies. The hydronyms 
are covered in Jihanyan 1991. 

For the study of historical geography of Armenia particularly important are the 
works by L. Alisan, T‘. Hakobyan, S. Eremyan, R. Hewsen, and others. Urartian 
place-names are systematically treated in N. Arutjunjan 1985. 

Numerous Armenian place-names are treated etymologically by G. Lap‘anc‘yan, 
G. Jahukyan, V. Xaé‘atryan, A. Petrosyan, S. Petrosyan and others as of native (that 
is to say, of Indo-European) origin. Many of these etymologies, however, cannot 
bear criticism. For an overview on place-names which contain native Armenian 
elements, see Jahukyan 1987: 412-417. 


Justly criticizing the etymological methods of V. Xac‘atryan (1980), D’jakonov 
(1983: 164) claims that none of the toponyms and ethnonyms attested between the 
third and first millennia in the Armenian Highland has been demonstrated to be 
Armenian. As regards the first half of the first millennium, note e.g. "*"Barzuriani, 
a stronghold in Uaiais, South of Lake Van (!), attested in the 8" cent. BC (see 
Diakonoff/Kashkai 1981; N. Arutjunjan 1985: 54), which is derived from Arm. 
barjr ‘high’ by Jahukyan (1988: 160). 

An Indo-European etymology of an Armenian place-name can be considered 
most reliable if it meets the following two requirements: (1) it presupposes an 
appellative that is compatible with the type of place-name; (2) there is/are cognate 
place-name(s) in (an) IE language(s). 

The systematic examination and evaluation of all the place-names for which IE 
etymologies have been proposed is beyond the scope of my work. In a supplement 
to the vocabulary, I shall present only a few etymologies (some of them being my 
own) that conform to the above-mentioned criteria. 

In the following chapters some aspects of toponymical etymology will be 
discussed. 
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4.2 Textual evidence for identifying the appellatives 


According to Movses Xorenac‘i, Duin reflects an otherwise unknown Iranian word 
for ‘hill’; see s.v. 

Cahuk, a place-name close to Naxéawan, attested in Sebéos 16 (1979: 8775). No 
acceptable etymology is known to me. Hübschmann (1904: 447) mentions another 
homonymous place-name (in Siwnik‘) on which he comments: “sicher nicht zu 
čahuk ‘Herde’ (von Füchsen)". Jihanyan (1991: 250) reconstructs an unattested 
river-name *Cahuk identical with modern Jałri-č‘ay and derives it, albeit with 
reservation, with the same cahuk ‘group’. 

However, an etymology of a place-name that shows no semantic motivation has 
no value. The above-mentioned passage from Sebéos provides us with an important 
clue: i sambin or koc'i Cahuk “das Róhricht (Samb), das genannt wird Cahuk” 
[Hübschmann 1904: 447]. In view of this information, one can safely derive Cah-uk 
from Arm. *cah/x- ‘marsh, meadow’ (cf. cah-ic, Cax-in, etc. [HAB 3: 177]). 

It has been assumed that this place-name is identical with Samb mentioned in 
another chapter by Sebéos (1979: 1467"), on which, see Hübschmann 1904: 458. 
For literature and discussion I refer to Abgaryan 1979: 316-317522. If this turns out 
to be true, then we are dealing with alternating names for one and the same place 
that are based on synonymous appellatives (see 4.3). 

Note also Agulis Sumb ‘name of a spring’ < samb (see Aéatean 1935: 24, 379). 
Agulis too is located in the vicinity of Naxéawan. 


4.3 Synonymous or contrasting place-name variants 


Some geographical places are known by different names given by the same or 
different populations in the same or different periods of time. In certain cases, the 
name variants turn out to contain the same semantic nucleus. Sometimes, alongside 
these (often synchronically opaque) variants, there is yet another name that has 
synchronically transparent semantics not corroborated by other data and should 
therefore be explained by folk-etymology. For instance, the river-name Mel (q.v.) 
probably derives from PIE *mel- ‘dark, black, blue’: Gr. uéAag ‘dark, black’, Skt. 
mála- ‘dirt, impurity, filth’ (RV+), Lith. mélas ‘blue’, etc.; cf. numerous river-names 
in the Balkans and Asia Minor, such as Medac, Mednc, Mella, etc. Remarkably, the 
etymological semantics of Arm. *me? are corroborated by the modern Turkish name: 
Kara-su, lit. "black water’. Thus, the more common Armenian name Me?r-a-get, lit. 
*honey-river', must be the result of folk-etymology. 


The mountain Gaylaxaz-ut (earlier named Paxray, see below) is identical with 
Baghi/yr dagh and is probably located in the district of Mananati, in the province of 
Barjr Hayk‘, close to or on the border between the provinces of Bar Hayk‘ and 
Cop‘k‘ [Hübschmann 1904: 287, 416; Eremyan 1963: 76b]. 

In Chapter 23 of the “History” of the 11th-century author Aristakés Lastivertc‘i 
(see Yuzbasyan 1963: 128''’) we read: I hatuac(s) lerinn Paxray or ayzm koci 
Gaylaxazut, <...> “In a part of the mountain Paxray which now is called 
Gaylaxazut, <...>“. YuzbaSyan (1968: 124) translates the beginning of the passage 
slightly differently: “Gm3 ropp IHaxpait". The Divine sign (Astuacayin nsan) was 
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established here in the village of Bazm-atbiwr (lit. “abounding in springs"), and the 
village has been renamed Xac‘ (‘cross’). Then the historian tells us that the “servants 
of Satan” (kamarar msakk'n satanayi) destroyed the Cross and returned “to their 
snake-dwelling lairs” (yojabnak orjs iwreanc ' *B cBon <...>, 3MEMHBIE JIOTOBa”). 

Hübschmann (1904: 287, 416) correctly interpreted Gaylaxazut as composed of 
gaylaxaz ‘flint, Feuerstein’ and the suffix -ut (thus: “feuersteinreich”), and treats 
Paxray as a genetive of an unattested *Paxir. The latter statement is not necessarily 
true. Paxray may in fact be identical with paxre, paxray ‘cattle’, which denotes the 
hind/deer in the dialects of Ararat, T‘iflis, Lazax (páxra), and the stag in Larabat 
(báxra); see HAB 4: 7; Aéarean 1913: 891a. Place-names based on appellatives that 
denote the hind or the stag are not uncommon (see 4.5). 

The denotata of gaylaxaz ‘flint’ (lit. ‘wolf's stone’) and dial. satani etung 
‘obsidian’ (lit. ‘Satan’s nail) resemble each other and are often confused. In DialAdd 
apud NHB 2: 1066c, satani elung is described as a black stone that resembles 
gaylaxaz. According to Amatuni (1912: 584b) and Aéaryan (1913: 956a), satani 
elung is identical with gaylaxaz. For the parallelism between ‘Satan’ and "wolt" and 
‘hyena’, see 3.5.2.4. On the other hand, the wolf and the dragon or snake are surely 
associated with the deer (3.5.2.4). Bearing in mind that the mountain of Paxray — 
Gaylaxazut is said to be dwelled by “servants of Satan" (in “snake-dwelling lairs”), 
one may assume that the “devilish fame/nature” of the mountain is conditioned by 
the abundance of gaylaxaz-stones as is seen in the name of the mountain 
(Gaylaxaz-ut) and is also reflected in its earlier name Paxray, if this indeed is 
identical with paxray *hind, deer'. Note also the association of the stag with the 
‘cross’ (see 3.5.2.4 on xac 'eneak etc.). 


Some further examples: 

If Samb is indeed the name variant of Cahuk (see 4.2), we might be dealing with 
a case of alternating names for one and the same place that are based on 
synonymous appellatives. 

Siah-kuh lerink* = modern Zara-dat (see Eremyan 1963: 80b), both meaning 
“black mountains’; see 4.6. 

Sim : Sev-sar, see s.v. place-name Sim. 

Urart. Ardiunak (in Aiduni/Aiadu, South of Lake Van, roughly coinciding with 
the territory of the province of Moks), possibly derives from Arm. ardiun-k‘ “earth 
products’ : Arm. Mayeak in Moks < mayeak ‘barn’. Urart. Ardiunak may be 
geographically identical with Arm. Mayeak, both names reflecting synonymous 
appellatives meaning ‘earth products, barns’; see s.v. place-name Ardean-k‘. 


4.4 ‘Cattle / pasturing? > ‘pastureland’ > place-name 


This naming pattern is common; cf. those place-names with tap ‘ ‘earth, plain, field’, 
e.g. Ernj-a-tap‘, a village close to Aparan, on the NE slopes of the mountain called 
Arayi ler [HayTetBar 2, 1988: 247c] with erinj ‘heifer’ as the first member, 
Tuarac-a-tap‘ (q.v.), etc. Note also Ararat naxratap‘ ‘pastureland’ (see Markosyan 
1989: 348a) = naxir ‘herd’ + -a- + tap‘. 
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Step‘anos Örbelean (13-14th cent) mentions a place in Siwnik‘ named 
Maxat-a-tap‘-k‘, the first component of which is identified with maxat *Mantelsack, 
Felleisen, Tasche’ by Hübschmann (1904: 448). However, the semantics are not 
very probable for a place-name. One should rather think of makat ‘sheep-fold’, dial. 
matal, with the alternation - : -l (cf. also Kurd. meyel, HAB 3: 231). This is an old 
Semitic loan and seems to be found in Urart. V" Magaltuni (on the place-name, see 
N. Arutjunjan 1985: 132-133) < makal + tun ‘house’ [Jahukyan 1987: 445]. 

One might also find similar examples with hovit *valley" which is very frequent 
in place-names (see Hübschmann 1904: 384-385; HAB 3: 116-117), with a first 
component that itself is a place-name (cf. Arcisak-ovit etc.) or an appellative (cf. 
Arj-ovit with arj ‘bear’). 

In view of these data, the district-name Kog-ovit (q.v.), may be interpreted as ‘the 
valley of the cow’, with kov, GSg kog- ‘cow’ (q.v.). 


4.5 Wild animals > place-names 


A number of place-names are based on appellatives that denote wild animals, see 
Jahukyan 1987: 417. On Arj-ovit, see 4.4. The hind or the stag frequently appear in 
this function: Elanc‘ berd or Einut, probably Eljeruenik' (see Hübschmann 1904: 
423-424), etc. The mountain-name Paxray, later Gaylaxazut, as noted by Aristakés 
Lastivertc'i (see Yuzbasyan 1963: 128''’), probably located in Mananali (in the 
province of Barjr Hayk‘), seems to be identical with paxré, paxray ‘cattle’, dial. 
*hind/deer; stag’; see 4.3. See also s.v. Arciw. 

Interesting is Yetin axpür < *Etin atbiwr ‘spring of hind’ in Larabat (close to the 
village of Kusapat; see Lisic'yan 1981: 56b, 59), which is not attested in literature 
but reflects the classical genitive ein. 


4.6 Mountains named as ‘dark’ or ‘black’ 


Mt ‘in learn ‘the Dark mountain’ (= Kangar-k ^, in the province of Gugark‘; attested 
in Movsés Xorenac‘i 2.8 (1913=1991: 113''°) and Asotik (11th cent); see 
Hübschmann 1904: 354, 453. 

*Mt'in learn or Mut‘n asxarh = Masis, see Xackonc' 1898: 486-487; 
Hiibschmann 1904: 453. 

Seaw learn ‘the Black mountain’ (Cilicia), attested in Matt'eos Urhayec'i (12th 
cent.) etc. [Hübschmann 1904: 466]. 

Siah-kuh lerink' — Lara-dal (see Eremyan 1963: 80b), both meaning "black 
mountains’. 

In view of these data, one may propose similar semantic interpretations for e.g. 
T'amnis and Sim (see s.vv.). 


4.7 Place-name > wind-name 

Step‘anos Orbelean (13-14th cent.) writes that the district Sot'-k* (on the shore of 
Sevan Lake) has taken its name from the strong winds. Hübschmann (1904: 467) 
points out the absence of such an appellative in Armenian. Acaryan (HAB 4: 238b) 
records dial. (Nor Bayazet) sot‘ ‘an eastern, bitter wind on Sevan’. According to A. 
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A. Abrahamyan (1986: 410,6), the latter may be a derived meaning, not the other 
way around. This suggestion is quite probable and may be corroborated 
typologically by the example of Parxar (mountain-name) > parxar, pa(r)xr-c 'i ‘a 
cold Northern wind" (HAB 4: 62-63); see 1.9. 


4.8 Dialectal place-names as evidence for otherwise unattested dialectal words, 
forms or meanings 


Only a few papers (especially those by Margaryan) dealing with the etymology of 
dialectal place-names are known to me. There are numerous dialectal place-names 
and micro place-names (micro-toponyms) that are absent (or poorly attested) in 
literature but conceal old features. On the other hand, some place-names, although 
attested in literature, seem to reflect certain local dialectal words or forms 
(sometimes — otherwise lost) and can thus provide us with relevant data for the 
absolute chronology of the rise of those dialectal features. In this and the following 
chapters I present some examples from the Northwestern (Hamsen/Xotorjur) and 
especially from the Eastern (Larabat/Arc‘ax and surroundings) peripheries of the 
Armenian-speaking territory. 

Words can be lost (or ignored by the dialect describers) in certain dialects but 
preserved in adjacent dialects. One might hope that at least in some cases a place- 
name bears witness to a once existant dialectal form. For instance, Arm. *hiwsi(n) 
‘avalanche’ has been preserved in Xotorjur husi but is lost in HamSen. However, the 
place-name Hus-er in HamSen seems to testify the existence of HamSen *husi (see 
s.v. *hiwsi ‘avalanche’). 

Larabat Kohak is a sacred grove of holy Capki ‘cornus sanguinea’ on the top of a 
hill, in the village of Gyuney-Cartar [Lalayan 2, 1988: 162; Martirosyan/ 
Gharagyozyan, FW 2003]. It may be identical with Arm. kohak ‘wave; hill’, which 
has not been preserved in dialects. The latter meaning is attested, among others, by 
Movsés Katankatuac‘i and Step‘anos Orbelean, both from the Eastern part of 
Armenia. One is tempted to assume, therefore, that the place-name under question 
continues the EArm. dial. word, although it has been lost later. 

On Larabal * Elin atbiwr, see 4.5. 

No dialectal forms of ClArm. tamal(i) ‘roof, house-top; prob. also ruins’ are 
attested in HAB 4: 367a. Its existence in the Goris region can be testified by 
Tamalek-k*, a village close to the monastery of Tat'ew. Nowadays, the ruins of the 
village are called Tambäläsk, from frozen API *tamali-ak-s (see s.v. tamal ‘roof 
etc."). 

A similar case (with the same structural-morphological background) is 
represented by Xnjoresk, a village in the former district of Goris. Variants: 
Xnjorek's, Xncoresk' (18th cent.). The oldest variant is Xnjoreak (= xnjor-i ‘apple- 
tree’ + diminutive suffix -ak), found in almost all the manuscripts of Step‘anos 
Örbelean (1250/60-1303/5); see Margaryan 1992: 135-138. In a colophon from 
1654, as well as in Abraham kat'olikos Kretac‘i (1735) one finds Xnjorek [Lisic‘yan 
1969: 97, Margaryan 1992: 135-136]. 
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As has been demonstrated by Margaryan (1992: 134-138), Xnjoresk is composed 
of Xnjoreak (= xnjori ‘apple-tree’? + diminutive suffix -ak) and -s : *Xnjore(a)k-s > 
Xnjoresk (through metathesis). Compare xnjr-k-ec‘i ‘inhabitant of Xnjoresk’ — 
xnjórkec'i [Lanalanyan 1960: 97b; Grigoryan-Spandaryan 1971: 42"?9] or 
xünjürkec'i [Margaryan 1992: 136-137]. The -s, not specified by Margaryan, 1s 
certainly the ClArm. API ending. Compare also Tamalek-k‘ : Tambdldsk above. The 
same metathesis is found in p 'uk's ‘bellows’ > Metri p osk [Atayan 1954: 289b], etc. 

That the API -s does not appear in xnjr-k-ec ‘i ‘inhabitant of Xnjoresk? is normal; 
cf. muk-äc‘a° ‘inhabitant of Mok-k*/Mok-s' (see M. Muradyan 1982:139). For the 
typology of the structure /tree-name + diminutive suffix + plural marker/ cf. 
* Hac 'ek-k' < hac 'i ‘ash-tree’ + -ak + pl. marker E), 


K‘ar(ah)unj, K'arunj, the name of a village in the district of Ewaylax (in the 
province of Siwnik‘) mentioned by Step‘anos Orbelean (1250/60-1303/5). This 
seems to be the k'alak'agiwln K'arunjoy, in Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10th 
cent.) [1912=1980: 333'*], identified with the present-day village of K arahunj not 
far from Goris (see T‘osunyan 1996: 379,35). The variant with the conjunctional -a-, 
namely K'ar-a-hunj, is attested in Abraham kat‘otikos Kretac‘i (1735); see 
Margaryan 1988: 129. 

There are also other place-names in Zangezur and Larabat named K 'ar-a-hunj. In 
Lori one finds K'arinj, the name of a village close to Dsel, on the foot of the 
mountain C‘at‘in-dat. It is composed of k‘ar ‘stone’ and unj, ‘bottom, depth’ (q.v.) 
(see Hübschmann 1904: 387, 479, and, independently, Margaryan 1988: 129). The 
passage from P‘awstos Buzand 4.18 (1883-1984: 10975) which Hübschmann cites 
as a contextual illustration for unj reads as follows: zi er hareal zxorann i jor yunj 
berdin : "for the tent was pitched in the gorge beneath the fortress" (transl. Garsoian 
1989: 1495), 

The component unj seems to be also found in other compounded place-names, 
although not all the components are entirely clear: Arp -unj-n, Unj-i-jor (see 
Hübschmann 1904: 387 and 462, respectively), unj-or-k' (also in Step'anos 
Orbelean). 

Compare also the fortress Brd-a-honj Lala, see Barxudaryan 1995 (« 1885): 87 
(the author cites also Berdaunc between brackets). This is perhaps to be understood 
as *berd-a-(h)unj. Compare with yunj berdin "beneath the fortress" in the above- 
mentioned passage from Buzand 4.18. The same pattern is seen in Berdatak, in 
Siwnik‘ (see Hübschmann 1904: 388, 414). 

According to Margaryan (1988: 129), the second component unj acquired a 
prothetic h- (as in anker ‘friend’ > hinger, etc.), and this triggered an intrusion of the 
conjunctional vowel -a-. This process does not seem probable. Besides, the actual 
dialectal reflexes of unj in Goris etc. are unj or onj, without an initial h- (for the 
connection of unj, ‘bottom’ with unt, ‘soot < sediment’, see s.v. unj3). More likely, 
the -h- can be interpreted as a glide as in gi-h-i ‘juniper’. Compare variant forms of 
the ordinal numerals in the suffix -inji : erku-h-inji ‘second’, č ors[a] -h-inji ‘fourth’, 
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oxta-h-inji ‘seventh’, etc. Note the symmetry of the semantic field (and perhaps even 
the etymological identity) of ganj(ak) and unj (see s.v. unj and 1.12.6).'? 


4.9 Place-names attested in the literature and containing dialectal words or 
features 


Amernap*or, a spot in Siwnik‘, in the district of Sot'k* (on Eastern and Southeastern 
sides of Sewan-Lake, neighbouring with Arc'ax/Larabal), attested by Step‘anos 
Orbelean (1250/60-1303/5). Hübschmann (1904: 398, cf. 389) posits a compound of 
unknown *amern and p'or ‘valley, ravine, district. In my view, *amern can be 
identified with Larabat dmaerna and Goris amerna < ClArm. amarn "summer" (q.v.). 


Dizap‘ayt, a mountain in the South of Larabat, 2496 m; also called Ziarat‘ 
[Lisic*yan 1981: 55ab; V. Arak'elyan 1969: 281137]. 

Attested in Movses Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i 2.5 (V. Arak'elyan 1983: 1194 
[also in the title of the chapter]; transl. Dowsett 1961: 70): Yaraj k'an ztesc ‘aworeln 
tearn Abasay Atuanic‘ asxarhis i t'Énameac' hrdehec‘an vkayarank'n: i Dizap out 
lerinn i Kataroy vans, <...>. Amenek'ean sok'a i learnn Dizap'ayt acapareal 
xotabut kenok', <...> : “Before Ter Abas was elected spiritual overseer of this land 
of Albania, the chapels on Dizap'ayt Hill in Kataroy Vank" were burned down by 
our enemies. <...>. They fled in haste to the hill of Dizap'ayt and lived on grass, 
<>”, 

According to V. Afak‘elyan (1969: 281,37), this mountain is nowadays called 
Ziarat', and the monastery called Kataro vank' is still venerated. This monastery is 
not mentioned in M. Barxutareanc‘ 1995 < 1895: 56. Here one finds the fortress of 
Dizap 'ayt, a new martyrion in place of the old monastery of Dizap'ayt, as well as a 
ruined martyrion named Oxta-drne-xut' “rock with seven doors", situated on a 
rock/k'erc (ibid.). The vernacular pronunciation of the name is T>'zzäp äd’ in 
Hadrut‘, and Tazzap ‘ad in Salax, Xcaberd, Xrmanjut etc. [Polosyan 1965]. 

According to a traditional story, Dizap‘ayt is composed of dez ‘heap’ and p ‘ayt 
‘wood’: Het'anosk' Zoloveal i glux lerins zbazums i k'ristoneic', ew dizeal zp ‘ayt 
bazum, hroy čarak etun zamenesean, usti anuanec aw Dizap‘ayt [Jalaleanc‘, 1, 
1842: 211 apud Lanalanyan 1969: 16"?*: Lisic‘yan 1981: 55b]. Hübschmann (1904: 
421-422, with other references) notes: "Aber 'Holzhaufen' wäre doch arm. 
*p aytadez, während dizap 'ayt ‘Haufenholz’ bedeuten würde. Volksetymologische 
Umgestaltung eines fremden Wortes?". 

As a matter of fact, *dizap'ayt is a real word in the local vernacular, i.e. the 
dialect of Larabal, meaning ‘a long pole used as a support for a heap’ (see Acarean 
1913: 277a; L. Harut'yunyan 1991: 154, 377). The actual Larabat form is tzap ‘ad 
according to L. Harut'yunyan (ibid.). He (377) also records a metaphorical meaning 
of the word: ‘a tall and thin person’. 


182 According to a theory which is popular in Armenia, K 'ar-a-hunj, a megalithic monument 
in Sisian, reflects the same pattern as in Stone-henge, name of a celebrated stone circle on 
Salisbury Plain: ‘stone’ + *hunj/henge. This view can hardly be taken seriously. 
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The basic semantics of *diz-a-p‘ayt is thus ‘Haufenholz’, just as Hübschmann 
correctly expects it to be. This Larabat mountain-name reflects *diz-a-p out ‘a high 
pole, heap-support’, which has been preserved in the dialect of the very same area, 
that is Larabat. 

If this analysis is accepted, we are dealing with an old record of a dialectal word. 
This further implies that Larabat *dizap out is not a “new word”, as is assumed by 
Aéaryan (HAB 1: 659b). 


Jahayreank‘, a village of the district of Ewaylax (in the province of Siwnik‘) 
attested by Step‘anos Orbelean (1250/60-1303/5). No etymological explanation is 
known to me. One may reconstruct *jot-a-har-i, identifying it with Metri jathare ‘a 
kind of poplar-tree’, Karéewan jathdri ‘a tall tree of which logs/beams (jo?) are 
made’, composed of jo? ‘log, pole’ (> Metri jude) and har- ‘to beat, strike, cut’; see 
s.v. *jot(-a)-har-i. 

See also s.v. place-name Getar(u). 
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(1001-1003 AD). Critical edition: P. M. Xac'atryan, A. A. Lazinyan. Yerevan: 
Academy Press, 1985. Other editions: Garegin episkopos Trapizoni. Narek, 
Buenos Ayres, 1948. A facsimile reproduction with an introduction by James R. 
Russell. Delmar, New York: Caravan Books, 1981. Russ. Translation: 
Darbinjan-Melikjan and Xanlarjan 1988. English translations: Khachatoorian 
2001; Samuelian 2001. Songs: K*yoSkeryan 1981. 

HayJerHi$ V-XII: Hayeren jefagreri hiSatakaranner: V-XII dd. Ed. by A. S. 
Mat‘ewosyan. Yerevan: Academy Press, 1988. 

Hayrens: see Mnac‘akanyan 1995. 

Herodotos: ModArm. transl. and commentary: Krkyasaryan 1986. 

Hexaemeron: Barset Kesarac‘i, Yatags vec‘awreay ararc'ut'ean (ed. by Kim 
Muradyan). Yerevan: Academy Press, 1984. 

Kirakos Ganjakec‘i (13% cent.; “world”/district of Ganjak): Patmut'yun Hayoc‘ — 
Critical text by K. A. Melik‘-Öhanjanyan. Yerevan: Academy Press, 1961. 
French translation: Brosset 1870. Russ. transl. by L. A. Xanlarjan: Kirakos 
Gandzakeci, Istorija Armenii. Moscow: GRVLI “Nauka”, 1976. ModEArm. 
transl. by Varag Arak'elyan: Hayoc‘ patmut'yun. Yerevan: “Sovetakan grof’, 
1982. 

Koriwn: Vark‘ Mastoc'I, “The life of MaStoc‘” (5" cent.). Ed. by M. Abelyan / E. 
Pivazyan (comprises the critical edition and ModArm., Russ. and Engl. 
translations, as well as a study by M. Abelyan in Arm., Russ. and Engl.). 
Yerevan: University Press, 1981. 

Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5" cent.; P‘arpi, a village close to Aštarak): Hayoc‘ patmut‘iwn. 
T*uit* ar Vahan Mamikonean. Ed. by G. Ter-Mkrté'ean, St. Malxasean. Tp‘tis 
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(Tiflis): Aragatip Mnac'akan  Martiroseanc'i, 1904. A photographic 
reproduction with a new introduction and critical bibliography by Dickran 
Kouymjian: Delmar, New York: Caravan Books, 1985. Transl. into ModEArm 
with commentary by Bagrat Ulubabyan. Yerevan: University Press, 1982. 

Lewond Vardapet (8" cent); text: Sahnazareanc‘ 1857. English translation with 
introduction and commentary: Arzoumanian 1982. Modern EArm. translation 
with introduction and commentary: Ter-Lewondyan 1982. 

Movsés Katankatuac‘i/Dasxuranc‘i (7-10 cent.); critical text: V. Arak‘elyan 1983; 
English translation: Dowsett 1961; ModEArm. translation: V. Arak'elyan 1969. 
The chapter 2.35 comprises “The elegy on the death of the great prince Juanšēr” 
by Dawt'ak (7" cent.), an acrostic poem (see V. Atak‘elyan 1983: 224-230; 
1969: 176-179; Dowsett 1961: 145-148). 
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“History of Armenians” (Patmut ‘iwn Hayoc ^) gives an account of the history of 
the Armenian nation from the origin to the death of Mesrop Maëtoc" in 440 AD. 
Critical edition: M. Abelean & S. Yarut'iwnean, Movsisi Xorenac ‘woy 
Patmut‘iwn Hayoc‘. Tp‘his (Tiflis): Aragatip Mnac'akan Martiroseanc'i, 1913. 
A facsimile edition with additional collations by A. B. Sargsyan. Yerevan: 
Academy Press, 1991. English translation and commentary: see Thomson 1978. 
ModArm. translation (with introduction and commentary) by St. Malxasyan. 
Yerevan: “Hayastan” (ed. by Gagik Sargsyan) 1990. Collected works: 
MovsXorenMaten (see Bibliographical abbreviations), Venice, 1843,1865; 
comprises also works the attribution of which to Movses is debated or wrong; 
for “Armenian Geography" (Asxarhac 'oyc ^), see Anania Sirakac ‘i. 

Mxit‘ar Goš (12-13" cent); Arakk‘ Mxit'aray Go&i. Venice: St. Lazar (with fables 
of Olympian [pp. 165-189], see ArOtomp 1854). The critical text: Pivazyan 
1951. 

Mxit'ar Herac‘i (12" cent.); see Seidel 1908. 

Nersés Snorhali (1101/02-1173, Cilicia): Otb Edesioy; see M. Mkrté‘yan 1973. 
Vipasanut'iwn: M. Mkrté‘yan 1981. Songs: K‘yoskeryan 1987. Yisus ordi: V. 
Lazaryan 1991. 

Patmut‘iwn srboc‘ Hrip'simeanc': “History of Rhipsime and her companions"; 
attributed to Movses Xorenac‘i (q.v.); the text is published in MovsXorenMaten 
1843, 1865. 

P‘awstos Buzand, Hayoc‘ Patmut ‘iwn or Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk‘ (5" cent.). The 
text: K‘. Patkanean. St. Peterburg, 1883. A facsimile reproduction with an 
introduction by Nina G. Garsoian. Delmar, New York: Caravan Books, 1984. 
The text (< 1892, Venice) with ModArm. translation and commentary by St. 
Malxasyan (collations: pp. 416-417): Malxasyanc‘ 1987. English translation and 
commentary: Garsoian 1989. 

Philo (6" century). 

Physiologus; see Pitra 1855. 
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Sasna crer (SasCr): Armenian epic, “Daredevils of Sasun”. 1: 1936; 2.1: 1944; 2.2: 
1951: M. Abelyan (ed.) with the assistance of K. Melik‘-Öhanjanyan. Yerevan: 
State Press. 3, 1979 and 4, 1999: ed. by Sargis Harut'yunyan & Arusyak 
Sahakyan. Yerevan: Academy Press. SasCr 2000, ed. by Roza Grigoryan & 
Eranuhi Melik'-Muradyan. Yerevan: Academy Press “Gitut‘yun”. The most 
recent and valuable study on Armenian epic is A. Petrosyan 2002 (an expanded 
English version of the Armenian original 19972). Russian version: see 2002a. 
Russ. transl. of selected versions of the epic: see below, SasUdal. 

SasDav 1977: Sasunc‘i Davit‘: nor patumner; compiled and edited by Grigor 
Grigoryan & Vahagn Grigoryan. Yerevan: “Sovetakan grof”. 

SasDav 1989: Sasunc‘i Davit‘: haykakan Zolovrdakan epos (introd. by Lewon 
Mkrté‘yan). Yerevan: “Arewik”. 

SasUdal, Armjanskij narodnyj épos Sasunskie udal’cy: izbrannye varianty. Russ. 
transl. and glossary-commentary by K. Melik‘-Ohanjanyan. Yerevan: Van 
Aryan, 2004. 

Sebéos (7" cent): critical text: Abgaryan 1979. An older edition: 1851, 
Kostandnupolis: Yovhannés Miwhéntisean. A Modern EArm. translation with 
the Classical Armenian text of Abgaryan 1979 on facing pages, with 
introduction and commentary: G. Xaé'atryan/Eliazaryan 2005. Concordance: G. 
Xaé'atryan 2004. English translations with notes: Thomson 1999 (with 
historical commentary by James Howard-Johnston). 

Simeon Lehac‘i (17 cent.): Ulegrut iwn, see Akinean 1936. 

Smbat Sparapet (13" cent., Cilicia), Datastanagirk‘. Ed. (with a Russian translation) 
by A. G. Galstyan. Yerevan: State Press of Armenia (HayPetHrat), 1958. 

See also Assizes of Antioch. 

Step‘anos Orbelean (ca. 1250/60-1303/5, Siwnik‘). He wrote a history of the 
province of Siwnik‘, see A. A. Abrahamyan 1986 (introduction, ModEArm 
translation, commentary). 

T‘ovma Arcruni and Ananun (10/13" cent); the Classical Armenian text with 
Modern Armenian translation (on facing pages) and commentary: V. M. 
Vardanyan 1985. English translation and commentary: Thomson 1985. 

T'ovmas Kilikec‘i (14* cent.); with an addendum to Asxarhac‘oyc‘, on Cilician 
Armenia. The text with study: A. Anasyan 1967; English translation: Hewsen 
1992: 322-324. 

Vanakan Vardapet Tawusec‘i /Yovhannes Vanakan/: 1180/1181 - (after) 1251. The 
critical text with introduction and commentary: Xac'ikyan 1941. 

Xenophon. Anabasis 2001 (with an English translation by Carleton L. Brownson; 
revised by John Dillery). Cambridge, London: Harvard University Press. 
ModArm. transl. and commentary: Krkyasaryan 1970. 

Yovasap‘ Sebastac‘i (16^ cent., Sebastia), *BZ&karan ontreal tarrakan maxc‘i”; see 
D. M. Karapetyan 1986. 

Yovhan Mamikonean (7^ cent; Tarön), “Patmut‘iwn Tarönoy”; this History is 
closely connected with that of Zenob Glak. Critical text: AS. Abrahamyan 1941. 
ModEArm. translation (with introduction and commentary): V. H. Vardanyan 
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1989. English translation: Avdoyan 1993 [non vidi]. French translation by Jean- 
Raphael Emine: Langlois 1867: 357-382. [Zenob Glak: by Langlois, ibid. 333- 
355]. 

Yovhan Mandakuni (5" cent.) or Yovhan Mayragomec'i (7 cent.) Recently 
published by Lusik Step'anyan (with a short foreword and bibliography): 
Yovhan Mandakuni, Catk‘; Kanonk‘. In: Matenagirk‘ Hayoc‘. Vol. 1. E dar (5" 
century). Ant'ilias, Lebanon, 2003 (pp. 1153-1288). 

Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (9-10" cent.) 

191221980: Yovhannu kat'olikosi Drasxanakertec‘woy Patmut‘iwn Hayoc‘. 
Tiflis, 1912. A facsimile reproduction with an introduction by Krikor 
Maksoudian: Delmar, New York: Caravan Books, 1980. Transl into 
ModEArm. and commentary by G. B. T'osunyan. Yerevan: University Press, 
1996. 

Yovhannés T‘Ikuranc‘i (14-15" centuries; T‘Ikuran was situated in Mesopotamia, 
between Amid and Hromkla, see Pivazyan 1960: 29f): Mnac'akanyan 1941; 
Pivazyan 1960; Russell 1987a. 

Zeno: Tract *On Nature". Transl. into Armenian prob. In: 6-7" cent. (the oldest 
manuscript is from 1280: Matenadaran Nr 5254). See Xac'ikjan 1949; Russ. 
transl.: ArewSatyan 1956. 
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DrJazMalAz 
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Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982; vol. 2, London and New York: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1987; <...>; vol 12, New York, New York: 
Encyclopaedia Iranica Foundation, 2004; vol. 13, fascicle 4, New York: 
Encyclopaedia Iranica Foundation, 2006. (Columbia University, Center for 
Iranian studies). 

EnclIsl 1-12, 1960-2004. 
The encyclopaedia of Islam (prepared by a number of leading orientalists). 
Leiden: Brill, etc. 

EncRel 8, 1987 
Mircea Eliade (editor-in-chief), The encyclopedia of religion. Vol. 8. New York: 
Macmillan Publishing Company. London: Collier Macmillan Publishers. 

ErHamGitAsx 
Yerevani petakan hamalsaran: gitakan aSxatut‘yunner. Yerevan: University Press. 

ÉtCelt 
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